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RANDOM ASSERTION and coarse abuse are not usually 
looked upon as engaging forms of smartness; nor among 
educated men are they generally considered as fully 
supplying the lack of wit or wisdom. A writer in last 
week's Saturday Review is, however, apparently of a 
different opinion. In the course of an article on 
“rabbits,” after discussing the occurrence of bones in 
joints of meat, and announcing the important fact that 
rabbit-pie “‘ may be cooked at a common oven without 
the necessity of any kitchen fire,” the author of the 
article in question wanders into the subject of law costs, 
and indulges in the following extraordinary tirade—“ If 
Professor Beesly were in a calculating mood, he might 
proceed from this example of the rapacity of an attorney 
—abeast fere nature, as all authorities agree—to esti- 
mate the cost of the entire genus of attorneys to the 
community.” Turning to the article in the Fortnightly 
Review referred to by the writer, we find that this “ ex- 
ample! of rapacity”’ is a story told by Professor Beesly, 
on the authority of Mr. P. Christie, about some other 
person (not named) who sued his landlord for damages 
awarded by two valuers, gained his claim—£197—and 
received only £40, ‘‘ extra-judicial expenses” having 
“swallowed up the rest.’ No further particulars are 
vouchsafed, and all that can be said upon gossip of this 
kind is, that among the very class of men the writer in 
the Saturday Review abuses are to be found the 
strongest opponents of the system of txing costs, which— 
touse the words of one of them (16 S. J. 90)—* gives back 
to the successful suitor about half the expense he is neces- 
sarily put to in bringing or defending his action.” To cite 
the effects of this system as an “ example of the rapacity ” 
of attorneys is about as reasonable as it would be to quote 
the stamp duty on a deed as an instance of the extortion of 
the attorney who prepared it. To characterise as‘ beasts 
Sere nature” ¢he members of a profession which can 
favourably compare as regards culture with either of the 
other learned professions, is simply childish nonsense, 
and we agree with a correspondent, whose letter the 
claims on our space this week will not permit us to pub- 
lish, in thinking that the most charitable excuse which can. 
be suggested for such language is to ascribe it to the pea 
of “some young gentleman recently emerged from the 
university, whose experience of life is drawn from the 
novels and dramas of the last century, and who thinks 
it clever and attractive to adapt his metaphors to the 
prejudices of a bye-gone age.” 














Tue ARGUMENT ON THB APPEAL from the decision of 
Vice-Chancellor Malins in Re La Mancha Irrigation and 
Land Co, (21 W. R. 256) tumed ultimately upon the 
discussion of the meaning of the words “the future 
qualification of a director.” We have commented so 
recently upon the case in the Court below («xte p. 308) 
that the facts may be assumed to be in the recollection 
of our readers. Lord Claud Hamilton and Mr, Hope 
were named in the memorandum of association of the 
‘company as, and were thereby appointed to be two 


e . ry 
of the first directors of the company. The company was 


{ registered with the provisions of Table A. of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, as its articles of association, whereby, by 
article 58, it is provided that “at the first ordinary 
meeting after the registration of the company, the whole 
of the directors shall retire from office.” By special 
resolution the first ordinary meeting was postponed for 
three years—and the joint effect of these provisions there- 
fore was that Lord Claud Hamilton and Mr. Hope 
were directors for a period of three years at the least. 
Subsequently by other special resolutions, duly confirmed, 





! certain alterations in the articles were effected under the 


50th section of the Act, and by one of such resolutions 
it was provided that the “future qualification” of a 
director should be 100 shares. The directors appointed 
by the memorandum had never applied for or received 
allotment of 100 shares in accordance with this resolu- 
tion, but the official liquidator contended that, having 
continued to act as directors after the passing of the 
resolution, they had brougiit themselves within that class 
of cases which now clearly determine that any person 
accepting the office of a director has necessarily, by such 
acceptance, agreed to become a member of the company 
in respect of that number of shares which the articles 
prescribe as the qualification of a director. The judg- 
ments of the Lords Justices leave the general question 
entirely untouched. Their decision proceeds only to 
this :—That these gentlemen were de fucto directors and 
that a resolution prescribing the future qualification of 
a director could not affect a man who was a director 
already. Assuming that qualification means that which 





qualifies for election, it is no doubt a contradiction in 
terms to say that a certain thing shall qualify a man to 
become that which he is already. In Fx parte Stock 
(12 W. R. 814, 994, 4 D. J. & Sm. 426) the word used 
was “eligible;’ “no person shall be eligible as a 
director of the company unless he shall hold in his own 
right fifty shares at the least.’ This is clearly a word 
which points to something which is required to render a 
man capable of being elected, and is therefore inappli- 
cable to any man who is elected and in possession of his 
office already. Qualification, Lord Justice James holds, 
is the same thing as eligibility—and with the above 
assumption no doubt this is so. It may be a question, 
however, whether “ qualification’’ does not in fact mean 
rather that which qualifies a man to exercise the office of 
a director. The qualification of a director is an interest 
in the company which the articles commonly provide 
that he shall continue to hold so long as he holds his 
office ; but in the absence of such a provision we conceive 
that the Court would never hold that a director might 
after election dispose of his qualification, and retain no 
interest in the company. ‘Take the simple case of a pro- 
vision in the articles that “ the qualification of a director 
shall be 100 shares.’” Surely without any clause of dis- 
qualification on ceasing to hold that number, the intention 
would be, and we conceive the Court would hold, that 
sol snag as a man remained a director he must remain the 
kulder of 100 shares. If this be so, qualification clearly 
does not mean merely that which is required to qualify 
aman for election, but that which is required to qualify 
him for acting as a director at all. This in our judg- 
ment is the true meaning of the word. The Lords 
Justices, in fact, hold that qualification means qualifica- 
tion for election. But if this be so, what becomes of all 
the cases on the subject? In practice, of course, as is 
well known, a gentleman who is elected to the office of 
director is commonly not the holder at the time of his 
election of the requisite number of shares, and all the 
cases on director's qualification are directed to this, that 
by election to and acceptance of the office, the director 
becomes a member in respect of the requisite number of 
shares of which he was not before the holder. Surely, 
then, it is arguing in a circle to say that by his “ qualifi- 
cation” is meant that which qualifies him for election, 
It cannot be that election to the office makes a mana 








shareholder in respect of that number of shares, the 
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holding of which was a condition precedent to his being 
eligible for the office at all. Had the words been “ the 
qualification of a future director shall be 100 shares,” 
the matter would have been free from difficulty ; but the 
case as it stands is, we conceive, clearly open to the 
criticism which we have ventured to make upon it. 


A FATALITY SZEMS TO FOLLOW the efforts of the Legis- 
lature to deal with some particular subjects. One con- 
spicuous instance of this is presented by the jury laws. 
In England jurymen’s grievances have afforded a promi- 
nent topic of complaint for years, and when, at last, in 
1870 an Act was passed for the purpose of removing 
them, it happened unfortunately to contain a clause upon 
the important subject of remuneration of jurors, which 
was so framed as to be simply unworkable. The first 

hing that had to be done in the next session was to pass 
an Act to repeal this clause, but the effect of the dead- 
lock which had occurred meanwhile was to throw dis- 
eredit upon the‘whole of the Act of 1870. Thus, 
although it contained many valuable provisions, the 
officials who had the working of it were encouraged to 
disregard it, and practically it has become a dead letter. 
Since then further legislation has been continually pro- 
mised, but hitherto nothing has come of these promises, 
except that a Bill has this session passed a second read- 
ing which is in various small matters of detail so carelessly 
drawn, that if it were to become law without undergoing 
very careful revision, it would probably meet the fate of 
the Act of 1870. It was only a few weeks ago that we 
had to comment upon the small slips in the drafting of 
this bill, and now the attention of the country is being 
forcibly called to what has happened in Ireland. In 
1871 an Act (34 & 35 Vict. c. 65) was passed to amend 
and consolidate the jury laws for Ireland, but remained 
inoperative. Another Act (35 & 36 Vict. c. 25) was 
passed last session in order to bring it into operation, 
and at the same time to repeal and alter some of its pro- 
visions, which, in the meantime and before they had ever 
been tried, had been discovered to be objectionable. Now 
that the Act has been set to work, it is found that the 
new jurors are wholly incompetent, and the most Iudi- 
crous incidents have been occurring all over the country 
during the Spring Assizes. It seems that in Ireland the 
foreman of the jury has in some cases to fill up the issue 
paper in writing. The foremen, not only of common 
juries but even of special juries, have been found wholly 
incompetent to do this. Imagine a registrar dictating a 
letter and a judge the syllables in order that a special 
juryman might put his verdict in writing, and, after all, 
the verdict improperly spelt! Imagine a Court, during 
the trial of a prisoner for murder, being solemnly ad- 
journed until one of the jurymen in the box should 
become sober! Such scenes appear to have been common 
since the’ new law came into force. Of course the reason 
is that the qualification has been put too low. It 
appears, however, that this is not the only fault found with 
the Act, for cases have occurred of jurors being sum- 
moned in two places at once, which seems to show that 
even the machinery for assembling the very remarkable 
jurors who are required to serve is defective. This state 
of things is certainly far from encouraging to those who 
are looking forward to the passing of the English Bill, 
which also considerably lowers the qualification, though 
probably not to such an extent as the Irish Act. In 
England, however, if we yet illiterate jurymen, the fact 
will not be made so conspicuous, for they are not in 
the ordinary way called upon to write, and need never 
do 80. 





Tur preston of the House of Lords last session in 
the case of Knox vy. Gye (L, R. 5 H. LL. 656) called 
forth at the time no small amount of comment and dis- 
cussion, The point upon which the appeal in that case 
ultimately turned, and upon which there was between 
two of the noble and learned lords so remarkable and 
40 ixreconcilable a difference of opinion, received last 
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week further illustration from a cause which came for 
hearing before Lord Justice James, sitting for Vice-Chan. 
cellor Wickens. The question in dispute in Know y, Gye, 
it will be remembered, was substantially as to the rela. 
tions which subsist between a surviving partner and the 
representatives of his deceased partner. Are these relg- 
tions fiduciary or not? and, as a consequence of the ap. 
swer to this question, does or does not the Statute of 
Limitations run against the representatives of the deceased 
partner so as to act as a bar against any claim made after 
the statutory time has expired? Upon this question 
Lord Westbury expressed himself in language against 
which Lord Hatherley deemed it necessary to enter a pro- 
test, as finding in it the expression of a doctrine which was 
to him entirely novel. The right of the deceased part. 
ner’s representative, said Lord Westbury, consists in 
having an account of the property, and in receiving that 
portion of the clear balance that accrues to the share and 
interest of the deceased in the partnership. This is a 
purely legal obligation; aud although, according to the 
ordinary phraseology, the surviving partner is often 
called a “trustee” for the deceased partner, this isa 
merely metaphorical and an inaccurate use of the word. 
The “trust” so called is limited to the discharge of the 
legal obligation, which is liable to be barred by lapse of 
time. There is between the surviving partner and the 
representatives of the deceased partner nothing fiduciary, 
except that they may respectively sue each other in 
equity. To this replies Lord Hatherley that it is an ele- 
mentary principle of law that the surviving partner 
alone having the legal iferest in the partnership pro- 
perty, and being alone able to collect it, there arises a 
right, as betweea the surviving partner and the represen- 
tatives of the deceased partner, to insist upon the sur- 
vivor holding the partnexship property, when received, 
according to the partnership interest, and subject to the 
rights of the deceased partner. And, this being so, his 
Lordship holds that the right of the representatives of a 
deceased partner to an account cannot be barred by the 
operation of the Statute of Limitations if it be not 
asserted within the statutory period. 


The point raised in T'aylor v. Taylor, before Lord 
Justice James, was a repetition of the question thus dis- 
puted in Know v. Gye. There was, however, in Taylor v. 
Taylor, one not unimportant variation. The plaintiff 
in that case, who came to the Court for an account, was 
not the legal personal representative of the deceased 
partner, but merely a person interested in the estate. 
The bill in the suit was filed in 1866, and may from the 
date be presumed to have been founded on the decision 
of Lord Hatherley as Vice-Chancellor in January, 1866, 
in the suit of Knox v. Gye. It will not be necessary 
here to advert more fully to the facts of the case than 
to say that the partner died in 1842 intestate; that his 
widow took out letters of administration in January, 
1843 ; and that in swearing the amount of the estate she 
specifically deposed that the firm in which her husband 
had been a partner was not solvent, and that his estate 
would not benefit from the firm. ‘The plaintiff in the 
suit was the only son of the deceased partner; he at- 
tained his majority in 1862, and filed the bill in 1866. 
Lord Justice James dismissed the bill for two reasons— 
first, that the plaintiff was not the proper person to file 
it; and, secondly, that the claim was barred by the 
Statute of Limitations. Upon the latter point it is not 
necessary to say more than that his Lordship expressed 
himself as entirely concurring in the judgment of Lord 
Westbury in Knox vy. Gye. Lord Hatherley appears to 
stand judicially alone in an opinion, which other judges 
seem to attribute to a too familiar application of a meta- 
phorical expression. It may be doubted, however, 
whether before the decision in Knox v. Gye the meta- 
phorical error did not prevail largely in the Profession. 
Upon the first point we apprehend that Lord Justice 
James’ argument is cogent and sound. It cannot be 
supposed that, in such a case, any person who conceives 
himself interested in the estate may file a bill for an 
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account merely on the allegation that the legal personal 
representative, whose duty it is to represent the estate, 
will not sue. If a case should arise in which the exe- 
cutors of the deceased partuer were, from peculiar rela- 
tions between the parties, not the proper persons to deal 
with the partnership assets of the testator, other 
considerations might be entertained. But in an ordinary 
case, and in the absence of fraud, there is no excuse for 
any person other than the duly constituted representa- 
tive of the estate filing a bill against the surviving 
partner. In case of default on the part of the legal 
personal representative, an ordinary suit for the adminis- 
tration of the estate of the deceased partner will answer 
all the purpose, and, if necessary, a receiver will be 
appointed to get in the assets. But to expose the survi- 
ving partner to the risk of being sued by any person 
who conceives himself interested in the deceased part- 
ner's estate, would clearly be to open the doors of the 
Court of Chancery to suits, whose oppressive and vexa- 
tions character would lead to consequences which might 
be incalculable. 





YesTeRDAY a question of some importance with regard 
to the jurisdiction of the Court of Bankruptcy over 
foreigners was decided by the Court of Appeal. An ad- 
judication of bankruptcy had been made against a Mr. 
Crispin, a Portuguese subject, who was not a trader, and 
was not domiciled in England. He was interested in a 
large fund, which was the subject of a Chancery suit, 
and came over to England on several occasions with re- 
ference to that suit, and remained here for several months 
at.a time. He borrowed money here from the petition- 
ing creditor. The creditor commenced an action against 
him for his debt, and the writ was served on the debtor. 
The next day he left England and went home to Portugal, 
where he afterwards remained. The petition for adju- 


dication alleged two acts of bankruptcy—(1) that the 


debtor had gone away with intent to defeat or delay his 
creditors; (2) that being out of England he had re- 
mained away with the same intent. Lord Justice Mellish, 
who delivered the judgment of the Court, said some limit 
must be placed on the words “debtor” and “ creditor”’ 
in the Act. They must be limited to persons subject to 
the law of England. But there was no reason why the 
Act should not include a foreigner temporarily in England 
who contracted debts there, and who committed an act 
of bankruptcy there, and who while there was subject 
to the laws of England. The jurisdiction attached on 
the commission of the act of bankruptcy, not on the pre- 
sentation of the petition for adjudication. But if the 
act of bankruptcy was committed out of England, then 
the jurisdiction of the English Court of Bankruptcy 
would not attach toa foreigner. In the present case, 
the departing out of England would have been a good 
act of bankruptcy if it had been shown that the depar- 
ture was with intent to defeat or delay the creditors. 
This, however, not being proved, their Lordships annulled 
the adjudication. 


A pxciston of the Manchester County Court Judge, 
reported in another column, shows that among other 
privileges and advantages recently acquired by married 
women is that of being made bankrupts, if on their 
marriage they fail to make provision for existing debts. 
The petitioning creditor in this case had, under the 12th 
section of the Married Women's Property Act, a legal 
tight of action in respect to a debt incurred prior to mar- 
riage, but there being apparently no separate property, 
he was left practically without remedy under the statute. 
Under these circumstances, a petition was presented in 
bankruptcy for adjudication, and, on the construction of 
the Act, it was held that, the woman being liable to be 
sued as a feme sole, was, as a feme sole, subject to the 
bankruptey law. 


——_ -—-—— 








THE MEASURE OF DAMAGES. 


The often cited case of Hudley v. Buxendale (2 W. R. 
302, 9 Ex. 341) has been again madé the subject of con- 
siderable discussion in the case of Horne v. The Midland 
Railway Company, which was decided lately in the 
Exchequer Chamber on error from the Court of Common 
Pleas, whose judgment is reported L. R. 7 C. P. 583. The 
facts of the case were briefly these. The plaintiffs, who 
were shoe manufacturers, at Kettering, had a contract 
with a firm in London in January, 1871, for the sale of 
shoes, which were ultimately destined for the use of the 
French army in the Franco-Prussian war. The shoet 
were to be delivered in London by the 3rd February, as 
4s. per pair, which was an unusually high price. The war 
between France and Prussia having ceased, the price of 
shoes fell in consequence of the extraordinary demand 
also ceasing, and at the time when delivery under the 
contract had to to be made, the market value of the 
shoes was 2s. 9d. a pair only. The plaintiffs sent a 
quantity of shoes intended for delivery under their con- 
tract to the defendants’ railway station at Kettering, in 
time to be delivered in London by the 38rd February. 
Notice was given to the station-master that the plaintiffs 
were under contract to deliver the shoes by the 3rd 
February, and that if they were not so delivered, they 
would be thrown on the plaintiffs’ hands, but nothing was 
said about the exceptional character of the contract or the 
unusually high price at which the shoes had been sold. 

The shoes were not delivered until the 4th of February 
and, consequently, the purchaser refused to accept them, 
and the plaintiffs were obliged to dispose of them at the 
price of 2s. 9d. per pair. They brought an action 
against the defendants for the delay in delivering the 
shoes, and the defendants paid £20 into court to cover 
any ordinary damages occasioned thereby, but the 
plaintiffs further claimed the difference between the 
contract price of the shoes and the sum at which they 
were ultimately disposed of. The Court of Exchequer 
Chamber, affirming the decision of the Common Pleas, 
held that these damages were not recoverable. The case 
of Hadley v. Baxendale was much considered in the 
course of the arguments. The doctrine laid down in 
that case by Alderson, B., in delivering the judgment of 
the Court with regard to the measure of damages in 
contract is as follows :—‘“ Where two parties have made 
a contract which one of them has broken, the damages 
which the other party ought to receive in respect of such 
breach of contract should be such as may fairly and 
reasonably be considered either as arising naturally—i.e., 
according to the usual course of things, from such 
breach of contract itself,or such as may reasonably besup- 
posed to have been in the contemplation of both parties 
at the time they made the contract as the probable result 
of the breach of it,’ but “if the special circumstances 
under which the contract was actually made were com- 
municated by the plaintiff to the defendants, and thus 
known to both parties, the damages resulting from the 
breachof suchacontract, which they would reasonably con- 
template, would be the amount of injury which would 
ordinarily follow from a breach of contract under these 
special circumstances so known and communicated.” 
It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs in the recent 
case that the notice which was given to the station- 
master was a sufficient communication of the special 
circumstances of the case to bring the exceptional 
damages which the plaintiffs claimed within the latter 
part of the doctrine cited above. It was insisted, on 
behalf of the defendants, that a mere notice of special 
circumstances was not sufficient for this purpose, upon 
the authority of Willes, J., in the case of British 
Columbia Saw Mill Company v. Nettleship (16 W. R. 
1046, L. R. 8 C. P. 499), where that eminent judge lays 
it down “that the knowledge must be brought home to 
the party sought to be charged under such circumstances 
that he must know that the party he contracts with 
reasonably believes that he accepts the contract with the 
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special condition attached to it,’ in other words, that 
there must be a contract to bear the exceptional damages 
in case the contract be broken. The Court, which con- 
sisted of Kelly, C.B., Blackburn, Mellor, and Lush, JJ., 
and Martin, Pigott, and Cleasby, BB., held that, assum- 
ing that a mere notice of the special circumstances 
would be sufficient, even without a contract, there was no 
sufficient notice to bring the case within the doctrine in 
Hadley v. Baxendale, above alluded to. From this judg- 
ment Lush, J., and Pigott, B., dissented, holding that 
sufficient notice had been given to put the defendants 
on inquiry as to the nature of the contract which the 
plaintiffs were under to deliver the shoes, and if they 
chose to accept them for carriage without further inquiry, 
they took the risk of what it might turn out to be. 

The chief value of the case lies in the observations 
which were made by the judges with regard to the sug- 
gestion in Hadley v. Baxendale that a notice of special 
circumstances might as such make the contracting party 
liable for damages for which he would not otherwise have 
been liable. Blackburn, J., pointed out that this part of 
the judgment was only a dictum, inasmuch as it was held 
that in the particular case there was no sufficient notice, 
and that though there were many subsequent decisions 
that seemed to assume that a notice of special circum- 
stances as such might entitle the plaintiff to exceptional 
damages it had never been held affirmatively that such 
was the case. He, as well as several of the other judges, 
in delivering judgment—though guarding themselves 
against being supposed to give a final decision on the 
point—expressed a strong opinion that the dictum in 
Hadley v. Baxendale above alluded to was not well 
founded, and that a notice could not render the defen- 
dant liable to damages other than the natural conse- 
quences of the breach of contract except in so far as it 
might be evidence of a contract to be liable for such 
damages. The question is not without difficulty, and 
was further complicated in the case above referred to by 


the fact that the defendants were carriers, but, setting 
this fact aside for the present, with regard to the gene- 
rality of cases, one consideration appears to be very 


strong in favour of the view so expressed. If the de- 
fendant on receiving notice of the exceptional damages 
which a breach of the contract would entail refused to 
be liable for them, clearly it would seem that he would 
not be liable, for if the plaintiff notwithstanding such 
refusal nevertheless entered into the contract without ob- 
jection it would be clear that the liability to such 
damages could not be taken to have been intended by the 
parties. Butif the contracting party be at liberty to decline 
to accept the responsibility for such damages though he 
enter into the contract, is it not clear that his liability to 
such damages must depend on his acquiescence express 
or implied in such liability’ For one of two things 
must be the case, either the damages are such as the law 
under the circumstances of the case attaches to the 
contract without reference to the intentions of the parties, 
or they must be the result of the agreement of the 
parties. The former case is excluded if it be the fact 
that the contracting party may enter into the contract 
and yet refuse to incur the exceptional liability, so the 
latter alternative must prevail. And yet it seems that 
there is a certain danger involved in holding that a con- 
tracting party with full notice of the special cireumstances 
which make the breach of his contract peculiarly detri- 
mental to the other party may deliberately proceed to 
break it, and yet be liable only to perhaps comparatively 
trifling damages. It seems to savour of the proceeding 
of the Roman knight who went about assaulting people, 
followed by « slave who immediately tendered to the 
assaulted person the legal shilling for amends. 

The doctrine of the necessity of notice which is laid 
down in Hadley v. Baxendale is obviously based on reason 
and justice. Aman who is incurring an exceptional respon- 
sibility, will naturally be more than usually careful in 
the performance of his contracts, and it is unfair that 
persons should be entrapped into taking the smaller 





amount of care, which a comparatively insignificant 
amount of responsibility suggests, in ignorance of the 
real liability they are undertaking. But it may be urged 
that if a man with notice of the importance to the other 
contracting party of the performance of the contract pro. 
ceeds to break it, he has only himself to blame for the 
magnitude of the damages he incurs. He has either, 
knowing what the importance of the contract is, rashly 
undertaken what he cannot perform ; or, being able to 
perform, deliberately prefers to break it for purposes of 
his own. It has been suggested, in some cases, that a 
notice subsequent to the making of the contract might 
enable exceptional damages to be recovered, but it would 
seem clear that this notion is untenable if the true view 
be that the liability to exceptional damages must be a 
term of the contract. In many cases there will be no 
substantial difference between the doctrine of Hadley y, 
Barendale, and that of Willes, J., in British Columbia Saw 
Mill Company vy. Nettleship, for very often if a special 
notice be given by one party of the exceptional conse. 
quences of a breach of contract, and the contract be 
nevertheless accepted by the other party without objec. 
tion, it may fairly be presumed that it has been made a 
term of the contract between the parties that there 
should be a liability to such exceptional consequences, 
Difficulties might however arise with regard to written 
contracts, and a question may be raised whether a term 
could be added to them with respect to damages by 
parol. This difficulty might possibly be got over by the 
application of the doctrine that the written contract only 
excludes parol evidence of other terms when it may be 
considered as intended to contain all the contract between 
the parties ; and, therefore, if there be some collateral 
stipulations apart from the writing, parol evidence may 
be given of that; hence the agreement as to measure of 
damages might be considered as collateral to the written 
contract. 

The case of Torne v. The Midland Railway 
Company was complicated by the fact that the de- 
fendants were common carriers, who are in general 
bound to carry goods tendered to them for carriage. 
It is submitted that this makes no real difference. The 
Lord Chief Baron, in delivering judgment, suggested that 
inasmuch as the company were bound to take the goods 
their acceptance of them after the special notice could 
not be evidence of a contract by them to be subject to 
the exceptional liability. ‘With all due deference to so 
eminenta judge, this argument, though at first sight taking, 
appears when analysed to be fallacious, and the reasoning 
adopted by Lush, J., and Pigott, B., the dissentient 
judges, on this point seems to be sounder. It is ad- 
mitted by both sides that the company are bound to 
take the goods subject to the ordinary liabilities for none 
delivery; it must also be admitted that they are not 
bound to take them subject to the exceptional liability 
arising out of the peculiar circumstances; that position 
is involved in the Chief Baron’s reasoning, and was 
expressly asserted by the dissentient judges. It is also 
clear that the company may if they like accept the 
special liability. It is obvious on these data that if the 
company, upon the notice of special circumstances being 
given to them, refuse to be subject to the exceptional 
liability, they will not be so liable. But if they do not 
make any objection and receive the goods, must not their 
conduct in so doing receive precisely the same construce 
tion as that of any other person or body? They might 
have refused to carry on such terms, but they did not. 
If a certain line of conduct amounts to an implied 
contract to carry on certain terms, what difference can 
it make that the company were not bound to carry on 
those terms? The implication of the contract to be 
subject to the special liability arises from the one con- 
tracting party having allowed the other to complete the 
contract under th. impression that it;was entered into 
subject to such special liability. Why does this impli- 
cation the less arise in the case of a railway company, 
because it was bound to carry on other terms? The 
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Chief Baron’s reasoning seems to involve the idea that 
the railway company, being bound to carry on one set of 
terms—which we will call A,—and not on another— 
which we will call B—when goods are offered to the 
company on B terms the company must take them, and, 
having taken them, are entitled to carry them on A 
terms. This appears to be a fallacy, and is wholly 
unjust to the consignor, who, if the company plainly 
refuse to be subject to the extraordinary liability on 
notice of it, might decide on not sending the goods, but 
who is not unreasonably entitled to assume, if no object- 
tion is made on the notice being given, that the com- 
pany have undertaken to forward the goods on the terms 
on which they are offered. On the whole, then, there 
does not seem to be any substantial ground for the 
position that there is any difference between common 
carriers and ordinary individuals with respect to these 
questions. 

The whole question of measure of damages is one for 
which it is extremely difficult to lay down any satisfactory 
general rule. The rule which seems to give one party 
only his due, seems to bear hardly on the other. The 
difficulty is not confined to cases of contract. The same 
absence of any logical principle occurs with respect to 
negligence by railway companies causing personal in- 
juries. On the one hand it is considered hard by some 
that the company should be liable to enormous damages 
in respect of a passenger for whom the same rate of fare is 
paid as for another passenger in whose case, if injured, 
the damages would be moderate; on the other hand a 
passenger whois really disabled by an accident is never ade- 
quately compensated, it being admitted that you cannot 
capitalize the amount of his probable income. The 
damages in such cases are estimated entirely by rule of 
thumb. It is questionable whether for any class of cases 
a-wholly satisfactory principle can be discovered. 





CONTRACTS TO TAKE SHARES. 
II. Conpitionat AppLication. 

It would be very desirable, although, like many desira- 
ble things, not very easy, to render the register of share- 
holders of a joint stock company more conclusive than it 
can at present be said to be on the question of who are 
the persons who are responsible as shareholders of the 
company. That this is the object for which the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, prescribes the keeping of such a register 
is manifest both from @ priori considerations and also 
from an examination of all those provisions both of this 
Act and of the Act of 1867, which provide for the keeping 
the register, the making an annuai list of members, 
the forwarding a copy of that list to the Registrar of 
Joint Stock Companies, and so on. It is from this register 
and this list and from these only that both shareholders 
and creditors can learn who are the persons associated 
with them or responsible to them in the enterprise in 
which they are alike interested. Asa matter of policy, 
therefore, itis for the interest both of the company and 
its creditors that the register should be made as conclu- 
sive as possible. But it is idle to contend that it is in 
fact final and conclusive at all. As was said by Lord 
Westbury in Reese River Silver Mining Company v. Smith 
(17 W. R. 1042, 1046, L. R. 4 H. L. 64, 77), those persons 
only are liable under the 23rd section of the Act who 
have agreed to become shareholders and whose names 
appear on the register; and even this is not strictly 
accurate, because a man may be made a shareholder, and 
be liable, who has simply agreed to become a shareholder, 
although his name is not de facto on the register; and 
again the register may, under the 35th section, be purged 
of a number of persons whose names appear there if it 
be shown that their names have been inserted without 
authority or agreement on their part, and this, too, under 
the 98th section, notwithstanding that a winding up 
order has been made. It would, of course, be impossible 


be monstrous to enact that, because directors have thought 
proper to put the name of A. on their register without any 
authority from him, .A. is therefore absolutely bound. 
No direct enactment could probably go farther than the 
37th section, which provides that the register shall be 
prima facie evidence of any matters by the Act directed 
or authorized to be inserted therein. It may be a ques- 
tion, however, whether something more might not be done 
than is at present done with this object ; whether provi- 
sions might not be drawn which should compel any 
wavering would-be shareholder to declare himself openly 
and to make his election to be or not to be a member. 


To no class of cases do these observations more strongly 
apply than to that class which has to do with conditional 
application for and conditional allotment of shares. In 
seeking the answer to the question, has any particular 
person agreed to become a member, a vast field for specu- 
lation is evidently available when it is open to the aileged 
contributory to contend that his application was con- 
ditional, and that the condition upon which it was based 
has not been complied with. As might be anticipated, 
the cases in which this contention has been raised are 
many and various. We cannot do more than sketch very 
briefly the principal heads nnder which they will be 
found to range themselves. Elkington’s case (15 W. R. 
665, L. R. 2 Ch. 511) and Pellatt’s case (15 W. R. 613, 
726, L. R. 2 Ch. 527) are leading cases on the two prin- 
cipal divisions of the subject; and they are the more 
valuable for this reason that being in the matter of the 
same company (the Richmond Hill Hotel Company), and 
dealing with the same circumstances, they serve to set out 
in stronger relief the distinction between the two classes 
of cases of which they are respectively examples. The 
question, upon the answer to which must-depend the deter- 
mination of the membership or non-membership of the al- 
leged contributory in all thesecases, was in Elkington’s case 
admirably put by Lord Cairns in this way:—The real point 
for determination is this, did the alleged contributory in- 
tend and agree to become a member and shareholder in 
presenti, with a collateral agreement as to what should be 
the effect of his so becoming a shareholder? or, on the 
other hand, did he agree that if and when a certain 
preliminary condition should be performed, and not 
otherwise, he would become a member and shareholder ? 
It will be remembered that in Elkington’s case the first 
question was answered in the affirmative and the latter in 
the negative, while in Pellatt’s case the circumstances 
were reversed, and it was held that Pellatt had only 
agreed to take these shares on the special condition, 
which if ultra vires the directors was not binding on the 
company, and therefore, for want of mutuality, not binding 
upon Pellatt; and if intra vires was still not enforceable 
against him because the stipulated condition had become 
on the part of the company incapable of being performed. 
It would be easy to cite many cases subsequently decided 
involving all sorts of different circumstances, and ranging 
themselves under one or other of these heads; but it is 
unnecessary to do so, for the very generality of the state- 
ment will sufficiently show how many a shareholder 
might find a loop-hole of escape from an insolvent com- 
pany. It will be instructive, however, to note to what a 
length the cases have gone in allowing a locus penitentie 
to the shareholder alleging a conditional application. 
The fact that the shareholder has paid the deposit on the 
shares for which he has applied will be of no weight. 
This was held in Pellatt's case, and must clearly be so, 
since according to the ordinary form in which applications 
for shares are received the deposit is paid on application, 
and the application cannot in fact be made without pay- 
ment of the deposit. But, beyond this, actual allotment 
and notice of allotment will not bind the allottee if the 
condition have been a condition precedent and have 
not been performed. In Simpson's case (17 W. R. 110, 
424, L. R. 4 Ch. 184) the application was made by S. in 
consideration of a certain contract being given to him by 
the company. The directors accepted the application on 





ever to make a register absolutely conclusive. It would 


the terms of his letter, passed a resolution to the effect 











384 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Mar. 15, 1373, 











that S. should have the contract, sent him an uwncon- 
ditional allotment of shares, and put him on the register. 
8. did not return the notice of allotment, and having as- 
certained that the resolution had been passedand a certain 
minimum number of shares taken up, sent in a formal 
application and paid the deposit. No further allotment 
was made to him. He afterwards attended two meetings 
of shareholders to see that the contract was secured to 
him. The company being shortly afterwards wound up 
voluntarily, no contract was ever prepared in accordance 
with the resolution, andit was held that 8. was not a 
contributory. Now here we have all the circumstances 
which in any ordinary case would most conclusively have 
fixed the applicant for shares asa shareholder: there is 
application, allotment, notice of allotment, registration, 
and a second formal application made without any con- 
dition. Nevertheless the condition precedent upon which 
the original application was made is allowed to override 
everything, and the fact that S.’s name was on the register 
with his knowledge and acquiescence was to the creditors 
of the company of no value at all. 

Simpson’s case is a stronger decision than any of 
those cases in the amalgamation of’ companies to which 
we drew attention in our last number, and stronger 
again on the point to which we are here referring than 
Dougan’s case, which was decided on appeal at the be- 
ginning of the present week. Dr. Dougan, like Mr. 
Somerville (Somerville’s case, 19 W. R. 453, L. R., 6 Ch. 
266), merely received the certificates of the shares in the 
new company and retained them, sending no receipt and 
simply remaining passive. Mr. Simpson, on the contrary, 
seems to have acted in every way as a shareholder except 
in this, that he always kept the condition of his applica- 
tion in sight as a thing to fall back upon. 

In our article last week we purposely left untouched, 
or almost untouched, that which Dougan’s case has now 
placed upon a most satisfactory footing. We there urged 
that, in all cases of application for shares in amalgamated 
companies, a condition that the application was made 
only on the assumption that the amalgamation could be 
carried out ought almost prima facie to be inferred. 
This is a position which Lord Justice Mellish seems to 
admit as sound. If a shareholder, he says, in the selling 
company enters into no personal negotiation with the 
purchasing company but acts only through his own com- 
pany, he will be taken as dealing on the basis of the 
amalgamation, and if the amalgamation proves invalid, 
he will not be bound. The condition in fact for which 
we contended will be presumed in his favour. But if, on 
the other hand, he enters into personal negotiation with 
the purchasing company, this presumption will be re- 
butted, and having come under an independent agree- 
ment as asharcholder, he will be bound by it, even if the 
amalgamation be void aud be never carried out. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
Compantes Act, 1862—Transrer to an Inrant—B. 
ContTrinvtory. 
Gooch’s case, LC. & LJIJ., 21 W. R. 181. 

The Lord Chancellor appears to rest the judgment of 
the Full Court of Appeal in this case on the ground 
of a sort of estoppel against the company. A., being a 
sharcholder in a ¢company, executes a transfer of shares 
to B., an infant, more than a year before the commence- 
ment of the winding up. B. executes a transfer of the 
same shares to C., an infant, within a year of the wind- 
ing up, and C. again executes a transfer of the shares to 
D., a person of full age, within a year of the winding up. 
On settling the list of contributories D. is put on the A. 
ljet ; he becomes bankrupt, and on the settlement of the 
B, list, the official liquidator makes application to settle 
A. on the list as a past member, the intermediate trans- 


the Master of the Rolls held (see L. R. 14 Eq. 454), that 
A. must be put in the B. list, for his liability as a member 
did not cease until the transfer to D., a person of fal] 
age, was registered. Upon appeal this decision was re. 
versed. The Lord Chancellor puts the case in this way; 
—lIf the infant transferee had come of age before the 
winding up and had elected to take the shares, A. would 
have ceased to be a member, not from the date of the 
election, but from the date of the transfer. Here the 
company has accepted and acted upon a transfer by 
the infant ; by such acceptance they have acknowledged 
the infant as the shareholder, and they are bound by 
such acknowledgment as from the date of the original 
transfer. The transfer to the infant was in fact voidable 
only, not void, and by accepting and acting upon the 
infant’s transfer, the company have established as against 
themselves that which before was voidable at their option, 
It must be observed that the effect of this decision is to 
introduce different considerations, and to make a dif. 
ferent ruie, with respect to transfers to infants in the 
case of present and past members respectively. It hag 
already been held in Curtis’ case (17 W. R. Ch. Dig. 90. 
L. R. 6 Eq. 455), that where an infant transferee has 
executed to a third party a transfer of some of the 
shares transferred to him, and the company has accepted 
such transfer, his transferor will nevertheless remain 
liable in respect of so many of his shares as remain 
standing in the infant’s name at the time of the winding 
up. The company is therefore not precluded, by the fact 
of having acknowledged the infant as a shareholder for 
some of his shares, from rejecting him as a member in 
respect of the rest. From the nature of the disqualifica- 
tion of infancy it is conceived that in no other way than 
by accepting the infant’s transfer could the company be 
precluded from setting aside the transfer to him. It is, 
therefore, only in the case of execution of transfer by an 
infant, that is only in the case of a B. contributory that 
the considerations of Gooch’s case could arise, The whole 
point turns on the accident that transfers are not by the 
Act required to be made by deed, but that the validity of 
a transfer depends wholly on the intention whether the 
transferor really agreed to transfer, and the transferee 
to accept the shares purporting to be transferred. The 
decision appears to rest on a narrow basis; and, for the 
sake of symmetry, if for no other reason, we could have 
wished that the Court of Appeal might have been able to 
affirm the decision of the Court below. 


COMMON LAW.’ 
CHARTER-PARTY—LAY DAYS. 

Tapscott v. Balfour, C.P., 21 W. R. 245, L, R. 8 C.P, 46, 

This case illustrates the rule so well expressed 
by Alderson, B., in Brown v. Johnson (10 M. & 
W. 331). A charter-party having been made for 
the carriage of a cargo and discharge at a destined port, 
it was held that the lay days commenced from the vessel 
coming into dock, and not from her reaching the place 
of unloading; and the learned baron said “the peried 
ought to commence from the time the ship came into the 
dock and was in charge of the dock officer, who would 
not take her out of her turn; the delay which thus 
arose was inevitable, and neither party was in fault. J 
think some stipulation ought to. have been made against 
such an accident, if those days were not to be counted. 
I did not say (at the trial) that they were chargeable 
from the entry into the port of Hull, but from the time 
of her coming into dock, If the place in the dock is the 
point, I was wrong; if the dock, 1 was right.” Such 
special stipulations as Alderson, B., referred to were (as 
pointed out by Bovill, C.J.) expressed in several cases by 
such words as “in regular turn,” or an equivalent ex- 
pression, those words referring to the rules or customs of 
the port; but they were held here (as they had been in 
Lawson v. Burness, 10 W. KR. 733, 1 HW, & CO, 396) not to 
be expressed by the words “in the usual and customary 
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and it was therefore held that the lay days commenced 
from the entry of the vessel into the dock, and were not 
postponed by reason of her not being able to reach the 
spout for loading. 








COURTS. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
MANCHESTER. 
(Before J. A. Russert, Esq., Q.C.) 
* March 6.—fLe Sarah Jane Philips. 
Operation of section312 of the Married Woinen's Property 
' Act, 1870. 

A married woman, married after the coming tnto operation 
of the above Act, may be made a bankrupt in respect of debts 
contracted by her before her marriage. 

The petition was dated the 3rd of February, 1873. 
Shortly before that date the debtor, who had be2na baker 
and provision dealer in Higher Ormond-street, Chorlton-on- 
Medlock, married a publican who kept the Bowling Green 
Inn, Chorlton-cum-Hardy. 

Jordan appeared for the petitioning creditor, and CobJett 
for the debtor. 

Jordan said the question raised was whether a married 
woman could be made a bankrupt in respect of a debt con. 
tracted before her marriage. There was no dispute about 
the debt. His contention was that asthe Married Women's 
Property Act, 1870, deprived the creditors of the right to 
sue the husband, the debtor was bound to make provision 
for her debts contracted before marriage. As she was 
liable to be sued for the debts, so she was also liable to be 
made a bankrupt. 

Cobbett argued that if the debtor was made a bankrupt it 
would be a useless proceeding, because by the operation of 
the law the property upon which alone the bankruptcy could 
operate had been taken from the woman on her marriage 
and went to the husband. 

His Honovr, in giving judgment, said it was a question of 
great importance, but a perfectly new question ; still, not- 
withstanding that, he thought he had heard enough to 
enable him to give a judgment which at all events would be 
satisfactory to himself. The facts of the case appeared to be 
simply these: The woman sought to be made a bankrupt, 
had carried on business whilst unmarried as a trader in 
Manchester. She married after the coming into operation of 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1870, and it was now 
sought to make her a bankrupt in respect to debts contracted 
whilst she was a single woman. The question was, whether 
under the operation of the common law or under the opera- 
tion of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1870, she could 
be made a bankrupt. The contention on the part of the 
petitioner was that under the 12th section of the Married 
Women's Property Act the debtor, in respect to debts 
contracted before marriage, wasa single woman. That was 
to say that the old law, whereby not only the property of 
the woman but also her liabilities were transferred to the 
husband, had ceased to exist, and that the only remedy after 
marriage was against the woman herself, and against such 
property as was available for the debts contracted before 
marriage, and that in respect of these debts and all remedies 
for the recovery of these debts she in poiut of fact remained 
& single woman. On the other side, it was said that that 
could not be so, because the statute said that all property ex- 
cept certain specified property which by it was made property 
for the separate use of a woman, was under common law, 
and went to the man she married. So that, in point of fact, 
if they made this woman a bankrupt, it would be a useless 
proceeding, as the property on which a claim could be made 
bad been taken away from her and given to her husband by 
the operation of the Married Women’s Property Act. He 
confessed that the argun:ents on the part of the alleged 

upt in this case were not without force, because it was 
ust possible that supposing tho woman was liable to the 
ankruptcy law, and was made bankrupt on account of such 
liability, it might turn out that she had nothing at all in 
the way of property on which such bankruptzy could operate. 
But that was not the question he had to deal with, The 
single question for him was ayo or no could the woman be 
made a bankrupt. If he had the power to adjudicate, he 
had nothing at all to do with the proceeding being inopera- 
tive. Such a result might bea good reason for the altera- 





tion of the law, but it could be no reason for refusing to 
administer the te:ms of the law. Before he gave his opinion 
decidedly upon the meaning of the 12:h section, let him 
suppose a case of this kind :—A womaa before her marriage 
carrried on business as a sole trader and realised a large 
fortune ; and upon her marriage she seitled this money upon 
herself for her own separate use. Suppose that after that 
marriage there were found to exist unpaid debts of consider- 
able amount, contracted in the time of her business, would 
it, or would it not, be expedient in such a case that the 
property in question should be followed after her marriage 
for the benefit of those with whom she had dealt? Might 
not such a case as that have been in the mind of the Legis- 
lature when the 12th section of the Act was framed in the 
language it was in? It was by no means improbable that 
the operation of the law as he was asked to enforce it had 
been foreseen as necessary, and that its enforcement would 
be both efficient and just to the creditors. Bearing in mind 
this probability let them look at the section. The first part 
took away the husband’s liability and was as follows: “A 
husband shall not, by reason of any marriage which shall 
take place after the Act has come into operation, be liable for 
debts contracted by his wife before marriage.’ The object 
of that was plain. It absolutely took away all liability on 
the part of the husband for debts of a wife contracted before 
marriage ; “ but "—it said—‘‘ the wife shall be liable to be 
sued, and any property for her separate use shall be liable to 
satisfy such debts as if she had continued unmarried.” Mr. 
Cobbett had urged that the statute gave power to sue the 
wife, but that it did no more; so that keeping in view the 
supposititious case, they were to suppose, under the cireum- 
stances of the case, that any one creditor, by suing the wife, 
might snap up every sixpence worth of property and leave 
all the other creditors in the lurch. He confessed that he 
hardly theught that the Act was intended to produce any 
consequences so monstrous as that. The’ real object of the 
Act was to constitute a woman, in respect of debts contracted 
before marriage, a single woman after marriage, and with 
the same liabilities as before marriage. He could not con- 
ceive that the Legislature should have beer so extraordinarily 
forgetful of the operation of the law in other cases as 
deliberately to intend, in the case of a married woman who 
was a sole trader, that one trader should monopolise the 
whole of the property, and that the power of distribution 
shall not only not have been intended to be given, but 
absolutely taken away. That being so, he thought that 
under the fair meaning and intention of the 12th section, the 
woman was a single woman in respect ofall debts contracted 
before marriage, and that she being a single woman and 
liable to be sued for these debts, must likewise be taken asa 
single woman liable to the bankruptcy law. He therefore 
decided that she was liable to be adjudicated a bankrupt. 

Two other matters involyed in the case were directed to 
be tried as issues. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


#*.* “Cansidicus” has not furnished his name. 


Are BARRISTERS TO BE HELD LEGALLY RESPONSIBLE ? 

Sir,— Considering the number of Judges and barristers 
who read your journal, it certainly is somewhat surprising 
that they have not thought the question raised by Mr. 
Lewis worthy of being taken up by ‘‘ more able hands” 
than those of “ A Barrister,” who writes upon this subject 
in your issue of the lst instant. There is no doubt they 
feel great force in Mr. Lewis’s proposition, but little of 
the probable inconveniences pointed out by ‘‘ A Barrister,” 
not one of which I venture to say is likely to arise. 

No counse! could be held responsible for not attending 
to a case when he has provided an efficient substitute. I do 
not understand Mr. Lewis’s proposition to go farther than 
this. He seeks to place professional men of both branches on 
the same footing. A solicitor may at the same moment 
have summonses to attend in the Court of Probato, in 
all the four Courts of Chancery, in the three Chambers of 
the Judges, and in half a dozen County Courts, bat if he 
—as he always dves—provide an efficient substitute in a 
managing clerk or a partner, ho is net responsible. If he, 
or his clerk, or partner, be guilty of negligence, he is 
responsible, and who would venture to say counsel ought 
not to be ? ~The present system only gives a premium to 
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their carelessness. It goes even further than this, how- 
ever, and actually allows a man to pocket a fee when he 
never attends. What can be more disgraceful? I have 
known many an unfortunate suitor been obliged to pay 
fees of this character, and afterwards smart under the in- 
justice. It is an iniquity which cries unto heaven—because 
it has for years cried silently—and all honour to the man 
who gives it the first impetus of destruction. No man of 
learning, intelligence, or probity, can lend himself to the 
continuance of such a system without a painful qualm. 

If we do not attend to our business we cannot recover 
our fees, and is this plain and simple rule to be abandoned 
in favour of degrading a profession which would otherwise 
be honourable? God forbid. We are told that if it be 
barrister’s fees must be increased. This isa fallacy. The 
certainty of payment would naturally make them less) We 
are again told that ‘‘a solicitor has a vast number of per- 
fectly easy and routine matters tocarry through.” Nothing 
could be more untrue. Even in my small practice, ] am 
every week advising and putting into effect intricate 
transactions involving hundreds of thousands of pounds 
without the help of counsel. If I go to counsel, it is only 
to receive from another what my own mind has told me 
before, or to have my client’s interest damnified by having 
to wait a fortnight until ke has searcked up the authori- 
ties. Such is the despatch of business now-a-days that 
peopie will not, and indeed cannot in most cases, wait for 
this, and that is the reason that so many lawyers in our 
branch of the profession now make such large incomes. 
They have made themselves proficient advisers on most of 
the questions which enter into the conduct of the commerce 
and business of the country. They would not think of 
going to counsel, unless obliged by law, for pleadings or 
advocacy ; nor in any case would they go for advice unless 
to some barrister who had grown grey in the strife of his 
profession. 

It is a notorious fact that there is now in the City a 
solicitor who has the reputation of being, among other 
things, a better draughtsman of a certain kind of instru- 
ment than any member of either branch of the profession. 
I have myself had my opinion—to be sure it may have been 
only accidental—three times upheld by the Court of Appeal 
in Chancery against the advice of counsel; and in this I 
am by no means singular. To say, therefore, that in diffi- 
cult cases we rely upon counsel is the reverse of the fact. 

The other objections of “A Barrister” to the proposed 
change need no furthercomment. Suffice it to say that in 
other countries the advocate is always as responsible as 
the solicitor is here, and the system works admirably. 

London, March 10. A Soriciror. 





Tae “Law List.” 


Sir,—We enclose copy of a correspondence for publica- 
tion in your influential journal in the hope that some 
member of the profession may suggest a remedy for the 
grievance complained of. Waprson & MALLEsON, 

11, Austin Friars, London, E.C. 


(Copy.] 
11, Austin Friars, London, E.C., 
30th January, 1873. 

Gentlemen,—The Law List being published under your 
authority I beg to call your attention to an anomaly which 
exists. 

I am a London solicitor and a Commissioner to administer 
oaths for Victoria, Bombay, Bengal, and Madras, and I am 
asked to pay £1 1s. in each instance for having it pointed 
out to the profession that 1 am such Commissioner. The 
profits of the four Commissionerships do not amount to 
anything like £4 4s, a year, and so I am asked to be out of 
pocket for the benefit of the profession. 

This seems to me an injustice which ought to be 
remedied.—I have the honour to be, Gentlemen, your 
obedient servant, Jno. N. MALuEson, 

To Her Majezty’s Commissioners for Inland Revenue, 

Somerset House. 


(Copy. } 
Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C., 
15th February, 1873. 
Sir,—The Board of Inland Revenue have had before 
them your letter of the 30th ultimo, stating that you are a 





Commissioner to administer oaths for Victoria, Bombay, 
Bengal, and Madras, and complaining that you are “ asked 
to pay £1 1s. in each case for having it pointed out to the 
profession ” that you hold these offices. 

The Board must observe that the particulars in question 
are inserted against your name at page 299 of the Law List 
for 1872 (i.¢., in the portion of the work published under 
their authority). 

The insertion of particulars of any description in the 
other portion of the Law List is, however, a matter over 
which they have no control, and as to which the parties 
interested must make their own arrangements with the 
publishers.—I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 

John N. Malleson, Esq. Wx. Lomas. 

[Copy.] 
1], Austin Friars, London, E.C., 
18th February, 1873. 
To the Right Honourable the 
Lord High Chancellor. 

My Lord,—I am a London sclicitor and a Commissioner 
to administer oaths for Victoria, Bombay, Bengal, and 
Madras, and I am asked by the publishers of the Law List 
to pay £1 1s. in each instance. for having it pointed out to 
the profession that Iam such Commissioner. The profits of 
the four Commissionerships do not amount to anything like 
£4 4s, per annum, and so I am asked to be ont of pocket 
for the benefit and convenience of the legal profession. 

As this seemed to be an injustice which ought to be 
remedied, I on the 30th ult. represented the circumstances 
to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, under whose 
authority the Law List is stated to be published, and I 
have the honour to enclose the reply of the Commissioners 
to my letter. 

With reference to the 2nd paragraph of the answer 
received by me from the Commissioners I beg to remark 
that the insertion of the particulars at page 299 are no 
index to a solicitor searching for the name of a Com- 
missioner to take affidavits in the colonies, but only inform- 
ing those of the profession who are hitherto aware of the 
fact that [ continue to act as a Commissioner, whereas in 
the list of the names of the Commissioners for each colony 
referred to in the index my name is omitted because I will 
not pay the fee. 

I take the liberty of calling your lordship’s attention to 
this subject in the interest of the profession and not as @ 
personal matter.—I have the honour to be, with great 
respect, my Lord, your lordship’s most obedient very 
humble servant, Jno. N. MALLESON. 

[Copy.] 


30, Portland-place, W., 
24th February, 1873. 
Sir,—I am directed by the Lord Chancellor to acknow- 
ledge the receipt of your letter of the 18th instant with its 
enclosure (which I now return), and to state that his lord- 
ship has no control over the publishers of the Law List, and 
cannot interfere in the matter to which your letter relates. 
—I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 
C. Francis, Principal Secretary. 
John N. Malleson, Esq. 





. 
Tue Proper Sram? on CERTAIN ProxiEs. 


Sir—With reference to the interesting point raised in 
your last, by your correspondent A. B. C., does not the 
principle of the case of Reg. v. Strahan (20 W. R. 629) 
seem to be strongly in favour of the view that no stamp at 
all is requisite on the appointment of a proxy by a limited 
company or Corporate body to vote in the election of mem- 
bers to serve on district local boards ? Inthe!report of the 
above case, it is stated that the Court expressed a strong 
opinion that the intention of the Legislature was to impose 
the tax only upon documents used at meetings for the pro- 
motion of the private or pecuniary interests of the voter, and 
doubted whether it was ever intended to make the exercise 
of a public franchise or duty the subject of such an impo- 
sition. D. 








Mr. Hugh Weightman. barrister, of tho Inner Temple 
who had been remanded on a charge of stealing a law book 
from the library of the Inner Temple, was on Monday ted 
ou? before Alderman Cotton, and formally committed 
or trial. 
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PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


March 7.—Poor Allotments Management Bill.—The Duke 
of Richmond, in moving the second reading of this Bill, said 
that under the Act of William IV. allotments for the poor 
were managed by open vestries. When the Act was passed 
those bodies were usually composed ofa small number of 
persons. Now they were sometimes composed of as many 
as 500 to 600. Such bodies were too numerous for the 
management of allotments, and the object of the Bill was 
to provide that where an open vestry exceeded 20 it might 
appoint a committee to dothe work forayear. The Bill 
was read a second time. 

Local Government Provisional Orders Biil.—This Bill 
was read a second time. 

Intestates’ Widows and Children Bill.—This Bill passed 
through committee. 

March 11.—Supreme Court of Judicature Bill.—The Lord 
Chancellor moved the second reading of this Bill.—Lord 
Denman moved that the Bill be read a second time that day 
six months.—Lord Hatherley expressed his entire concur- 
rence in the essential principles of the Bill. The real effect of 
the Bill would be this:—That, whereas at the present time 
acertain class of cases could be entered on in a Court of 
Law, but in respect of those cases the Court was obliged to 
stop and to hold its hands when there arose a question as 
between legal and equitable ownerships, if the Bill passed 
there would be no such interruption and handing over of 
the proceedings from one tribunal to another ; but the 
whole of the matters connected with a case would be ad- 
ministered by one Court, which would have charge of it 
from beginning to end. If this Bill were carried, business 
would be divided among the different divisions of the High 
Court, so that each division would get its proper share of 
labour ; but in any case in which the assistance of a parti- 
cular division was required, that assistance would be had 
without the filing of bills or the fresh expenses in the em- 
Some persons objected to the 


ployment of other counsel. 
scheme on the ground that under it there would 


be just the same courts and the same judges 
and the same modes of procedure under other 
names. He entirely differed from the persons who 
made that statement, because there would be but one single 
Court with one jurisdiction running through its several di- 
visions, and with facilities for passing all cases from any 
one division to another without the institution of fresh pro- 
ceedings. He believed that hereafter care would be taken 
to introduce as judges into say the First Division, or 
Court of Queen’s Bench, persons acquainted with Equity, 
and to put inthe Second or Chancery Division Judges who 
were acquainted with Common Law; so that in the course 
of a few years one complete system of justice would be ad- 
ministered in each of the Divisions of the High Court. 
He would be glad when the time came at which there 
should be one Conrt of Appeal for the entire realm.—Lord 
Chelmsford thought that if the Bill were passed in its pre- 
sent shape law and equity would continue to flow in se- 
parate channels, as at present, instead of running through 
each of the different divisions of the High Court. He might 
be mistaken in that ; but as he construed the wording of 
the Bill that was the effecs of it. The Supreme Court was 
to consist of four divisions, each of which was to exercise 
& separate and exclusive jurisdiction in a certain sense, 
The Judge of Probate and Divorce was still to have juris- 
diction in the matters which were brought into his Court 
at present. Besides all actions at law, actions for debt re- 
cognisable at common law will be dealt with by the first, 
third, and fourth divisions, and not by the second division. 
He thought, therefore, that though there was to be a 
nominal fusion of Courts, the Courts now existing would 
Continue to exist under another name, though with chiefs 

ng the same titles as those now borne by them. He 
Ventured to say, there never could be a fusion of law and 
equity unless there was constituted a Supreme Court, 
not nominally only, but one Supreme Court in which the 
Judges should interchange jurisdiction. [‘The Lord Chan- 
cellor said the jurisdiction was interchangeable.] He 
should like his noble and learned friend to explain in what 
Tespect he was mistaken in saying that, according to the 





wording of the Bill, there would be anexclusive jurisdiction 
in each of the divisions of the Court. It was the duty of 
the Legislature to provide a Court of Ultimate Appeal 
which would be permanent and certain. He regretted 
that the appellate jurisdiction of their Lordships was to be 

preserved for appeals coming from Scotland and Ireland. 
He was extremly desirous the Bili should pass—Lord 
Romilly would vote for the second reading ; but there were 
two or three things in it which he thought were open to ob- 
jection. The judicial administration of the country ought 
to be in several Courts, presided over by one judge, and each 
judge of the several Courts should have jurisdiction in 
law and equity indiscriminately. In order to bring about a 
fusion of law and equity, the mode of procedure should be 
simple ; but he was afraid that the Bill had rather overdone 

the thing in respect of simplicity. In the form of proceeding 
prescribed everything was cut out but what was actually 
asked fur. Now, his experience in the Court of Chancery 
enabled him to say that the result of setting out merely 
what you asked for, without stating any of the facts on 
which you relied, very much increased the expense of the 
proceedings. When summonses came from the Chief 
Clerk’s office counsel had the greatest difficulty in making 
out the facts which were to be realied on. As to the Court 
of Appeal, he confessed that, for particular cases of pecu- 
liar difficulty and great importance, he thought the 
Honse of Lords would be a good Court of Appeal even 
after the establishment of the Court of Appeal proposed 
by the Bill. As to circuits, he should propose to put an 
end to them, seeing that they Jed to great expense. There 
ought instead to be a district Court within the reach of 
every one, performing the functions of a Court of Equity as 
well as of Common Law.—The Marquis of Salisbury said it 
was not only his impression, but the impression of lawyers 
whose opinions were entitled to great weight, that the 
effect of the measure, as it now stood, would be to leave 
those Courts divided by a line of demarcation practically 
almost as great as that by which there were now separated. 
He suggested that the Court of Appeal should be composed 
of ex officio peers with the right to sit and vote in Parlia- 
ment. Heregretted the exclusion of ecclesiastical appeals 
from the proposed Court of Appeal.—The Lord Chancellor 
said the Bill had been carefully framed, closely following 
the recommendations of the Judicature Commission, in order 
to abolish all technical and legal impediments to the per- 

fect and complete action of the Courts upon every matter 
within their cognisance, but so to do this that the immediate 
transition should be made without violence. It was re- 

markable that in the criticisms elsewhere offered by those 
who had taken the least favourable view of the measure, 

two opposite views appeared to prevail. He had seen ably 

represented the view that the Bill tended too much to keep 
things in the old grooves, and made achange more nominal 

than substantial. Another view was that whereas a true 

reform would give equity uniform ascendency over law, the 
Bill, by giving to all the judges the whole jurisdiction in 

matters of equity as well as law, would practically abolish 

equity and make the common law supreme. Now, unless 

he deceived himself, the provisions of the Bill, rightly 
understood, steered a middle course between those opposite 

objections. First of all, was it correct that the measure 

proposed to subdivide the Court into four, or, reckoning 
the Judge not attached to any division, whom it might be 

as well to class as another division, five distinct divisions, 

each with separate and exclusive jurisdiction? This was 
an entire misapprehension of the Bill. The 17th clause es- 

tablished the High Court, and vested in the whole of it all 
the jurisdictions now divided, except those which were pro- 
perly appellate jurisdictions. The 25th clause provided 
that every cause or matier should be administered by the 
High Court and tke Court of Appeal under seven rules, to 

be binding on every Court and Judge. The first rule stated 

that if equitable rights or remedies were claimed the whole 

Court and every Judge should give effect to them, and the 
secord provided that if the defence was equitable a like 

effect should be given to it. The third allowed a defendant 

to set up a counter claim or adverse right, which at pre- 

sent might require a particular Court, in every Court, every: 

Court recognising and taking notice of all equitable rights. 

The last rule directed every Court to grant all such re- 
medies as the parties appeared entitled to in respect of 
every legal or equitable claim, so that as far as possible all. 
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matters of controversy between the parties might be deter- 
mined in one Court. The 22nd clause was that on which 
the misconception had been mainly founded. That clause, 
no doubt, provided for the subdivision of the High 
Court into practically five divisions. But for what pur- 
pose? Forthe more convenient despatch of business in 
the High Court it provided that any Judge of the High 
Court might sit, whenever it was necessary he should do 
so,in any one of its divisions. If it appeared to their 
Lordships that it would be desirable the provision contem- 
plated by the clause should not be a permanent arrange- 
ment, he should be perfectly willing to assent in com- 

mittee to such amendment of the Bill. But supposing the 
arrangement proposed to continue, then the 34th clause 
provided for the distribution of the business among those 
divisions, with the proviso that each case should be com- 
menced and carried on in one or other of the divisions, un- 
less it was trausferred to some other division. Again, it 
was provided that the business should be distributed 
among the several divisions in such a manner as might 
from time to time bé determined by the rules of the High 
Court or by Order in Council. The Bill, no doubt, confined 
the business in reference to some of the Courts to those 
matters which are now in the exclusive cognisance of those 
Courts, but it was not put in the exclusive cognisance of 
those divisions. It did not give to any division the sole 
jurisdiction in respect of cases now disposed of by the 
Court forming that particular division. The rule of distri- 
bution adopted was to take causes whichthe Court of 
Chancery had at present better machinery for administering 
than had the other Court, and to keep them in that which 
was their natural classification and order; but that was 
done for convenience merely. As to the Court of Appeal, 
it would be in no way inconsistent with the Bill if their 
Lordships should, in committee, introduce a clause giving 
in such cases, when decided by a small Court, the right of 
rehearing before a court more numerously constituted. 
With regard to the question raised respecting ecclesiastical 
appeals, he had felt by no means certain that if he had pro- 
posed that ecclesiastical appeals should be submitted to civil 
courts the proposal might not have been regarded by the 
clergy as a dangerous intrusion of the secular power into 
the clear province of the Church. If, however, his noble 
friend could persuade the House and the right rev. beuch 
that such a course would be wise, he should have no objec- 
tion to it. With regard to Irish and Scotch appeals, there 
were constitutional objections to transferring that portion 
of their Lordships’ jurisdiction to what might be repre- 
presented as an English court, unless that transfer were 


made by the desire or with the approval of the two | 


countries. The Act of Union with Scotland, for instance, 
expressly provided that no appeals from that country 
should be decided by an English court. The amend- 
ment having been negatived, the Bill was read a second 
time. 

March 14.—Mesignation of the Ministry.—Lord Gran- 
ville announced to a crowded house, that, in consequence 
of the vote lately come to in the House of Commons, the 
Government had thought it their duty to tender their re- 
signations, which had been accepted by Her Majesty. 

Marriage with a Deceased Wife's Sister Lill._—Lord 
Houghton moved the second reading of this Bill. After a 
debate in which the Lord Chancellor said the Bill de- 
stroyed the law, which was at present consistent and sym- 
metrical, and did not attempt to settle the limits to which 
alteration should extend, while it ratified past breaches of 
the law, and so gave encouragement for an agitation 
in favour of further changes. ‘The Bill was thrown out on 
@ division by 74 to 49. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

March 7.—Polling Districts (Ireland) Bill—The Lords’ 
amendments to this Bill were considered and agreed to. 

Local Taxation (Accounte) Lill.—This Bill was read 
the second time. 

Local Government Districts (Consolidated Rate) Bill.— 
This Bill was read the second time. 

Custody of Infants Bill.—This Bill was read the third 
time and passed. 

March 10.—Thze 


Bastardy Laws.—In answer to Mr. 
Charley, Mr, 


Hibbert said the question whether the 





Government Bill for the Consolidation of the Bastardy 
Laws would be introduced this Session depended upon the 
course of public business. 

Lhe Geneva Award.—In reply to Mr. Cavendish Bentinck, 
Mr. Gladstone said that it was the intention of her 
Majesty’s Government, so far as the Swiss, Brazilian, and 
Italian Arbitrators are concerned, to propose to Parlia. 
ment to vote sums of money as a recognition of their ger. 
vices. The British Government had proposed that there 
should be a joint gift fromthe two Governments concerned, 
The American Government were quite willing to accede to 
that proposal, but they found that the discussion of the 
matter had been anticipated, and that an order had been 
given in America for plate to be presented. The pro 
of the Government would be that about £1,200 should be 
given to each of these three Arbitrators. 

University Education (Ireland) Bili,—The adjourned des 
bate on this Bill was resumed by Mr. Vernon Harcourt, 
and occupied the whole evening. In closing it Mr. Card. 
well said that the points which had been criticised were all 
matters of detail, not of the essence of the Bill, which had 
been much misunderstood. The main object was to estab. 
lish a great National University in Ireland, but the points 
to which objection was taken—viz., the dissolution of the 
Queen’s University and the abolition of Galway College, 
the “ gagging clauses,’’ and the constitution of the council 
—were ail open for discussion in committee, and there 
was nothing to bind the House to abide by the Bill as it 
stood. 


March 11.—Uvniversity Education (Ireland) Bill.—The 
whole evening was occupied with the adjourned debate on 
this Bill, and on a division there was a majority against the 
second reading of 3. 

March 14.—Resignation of the Ministry.—Mr. Gladstone 
made a similar statement to that made by Lord Granville 
in the Lords, and the House adjourned until Monday. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW AMENDMENT SOCIELY. 
Tue JupictaL SYSTEM. 


‘¢The Re-organisation of our Judicial System” formed 
the subject of a paper read last week at the rooms of the 
Law Amendment Society, Adamestreet, Adelphi, by Mr, W. 
T. S. Daniel, Q.C. 

Mr. Vernon Harcourt, Q.C., M.P., took the chair; and 
amongst those present were Sir J. Eardley Wilmot, Mr. 
Joseph Brown, Q.C., Mr. A. E. Miller, Q.C., Mr. Joshua 
Williams, Mr. Mundell, Q.C., and Mr. De Tracy Gould. 

The CuarrMan, in introducing the locturer, said that no 
one was so well qualified to treat of the subject of the re- 
organisation of our judicial system as was Mr. Daniel, both 
by his experience on the bench and at the bar. 

Mr. Dantet, in the course of his remarks, said that the 
subject of our judicial system was one of grave impor 
tance and of pressing interest, its defects and enormous evils 
having long been known and felt. Earnest and well ate 
tempted efforts had been made from time to time to abate 
these evils ; but the remedies attempted to be applied have 
not been as yet of any use, The re-organisation of our 
judicial system had, however, been taken up in earnest 
the Government; and what was now wanted was an intelli- 
gent opinion, in and out of Parliament, free from prejudice, 
to fairly and sufficiently criticise the measures proposed, We 
must first ascertain the evils to be remedied and theit 
nature, and then decide onthe remedy. ‘l'o inform ourselves 
correctly of the evils we must be willing to learn from those 
who suffer rather than from those who were instrumental in 
causing the suffering. ‘he loudest and most effective 
complaints had for years been urged by the commer 
classes ; but these complaints had been urged in vain. In 
despair they had proposed to place themselves outside the 
pale of our ordinary kinds o —— by establishing 
a Tribunal of Commerce. Since the year 1867 the 
desire for this abnormal tribunal had been persevere 
ingly pursued; and the City of London had at length 
thrown its influence in the scale. But he h 
that something would bo dono to prevent this 
of things, to redress the evils under which they had so ye 
laboured so a8 to abate the desire, ‘The reform in 
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direction must not be illusory or imperfect; but real, 
+horough, and complete. The first step to this radical 
reform, it seemed to be universally admitted, was the 
establishment of one Supreme Court of Judicature, which 
should involve as a consequence the following conditions :— 

1, The abolition of the artificial distinction in the pro- 
cedure between the Courts of Law and Equity. 2. Brevity 
and simplicity in pleading. 3. The proper mode of hearing 
any trial and the proper mode of taking evidence. 4. The 
establishment of an efficient Court of Appeal. 4. The 
proper distribution of jurisdiction among County Courts. 

In the discussion that followed Mr. JoserH Brown, QC., 
said that with regard to the new Judicature Bill it was there 
provided that the mode of appeal was to be entirely altered. 
He never saw a more revolutionary bill; but yet, notwith- 
standing, he was convinced of its inestimable value, especially 
as it dealt with the fusion of the Courts of Law and Equity ; 
and hoped that the measure would pass in s»me form or 
other. The Bill contained at least a score of provisions 
which, to the mind of the practised lawyer, were absolutely 
invaluable to the public, and would supply defects that had 
existed in the law as long as he remembered. In conclu- 
sion, he said that if the measure passed it would make the 
law a thing to be proud of, instead, as it now was to a 
certain degree, of a thing to be ashamed of. 

Mr. A. E. Mitikr, Q.C., thought that so far from being 
revolutionary, the Bill would very nearly leave things as 
they w2re. Still the changes proposed seemed to be prac- 
tical amendments, and he thought the Bill would at any rate 
pave the way for some important simplifications. The new 
system of pleading would have little or no effect on Equity 
pleadings, but would entirely alter those at Common Law. 
They should not forget that thatvery thing had been tried 
twenty years ago in Ireland and had failed. The last 
state of pleading there was worse than its predecessor. 
He was opposed to unlimited extension of the County 
Court jurisdiction, and advocated instead Local Courts of 
First Instance with Judges of equal rank to the Judges of 
the land. 

Mr. ALLEN said in reference to fasion of the two courts 
that in India it had been tried since the year 1862 with 
great success ; and if we looked at the question impartially 
there would not be that difficulty in its adoption which 
would at first sight appear. 

Other speeches followed, and the proceedings terminated 
by = J. Eardley Wilmot proposing a vote of thanks to Mr. 

anil. 





EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting was held on Tuesday, at the 
Society’s house, No. 18, Lincoln’s Inn Fields, W.C., George 
Lake Russell, Esq., the chairman of the society, presid- 
ing. 

Mr. T. B. Sprague, M.A. (the actuary and secretary) 
read the advertisement convening the moeting, and the re- 
port of thedirectors, which was as follows :— 

_ The directors, in meeting the proprietors for the first 
‘time in the new building of the society, have the satisfac- 
tion of reporting that it has proved in every respect a suc- 
cess; that while it is convenient for the purposes of the 
office, the rents received from the portions let off bring ina 
fair return on the additional capital invested in the pur- 
= of the site of No. 17, and the rebuilding of the pre- 

3. 


The business of the past year calls for no special remark ; 
being about equal to the average of recent years. The 
number of new policies issued was 204, insuring capital 
sims of £340,368 and reversionary annuities of £695 ; and 
the new premiums thereon amounted to £13,596 16s. 2d. 

educting re-assurances, the net sum assuced was 
£825,263, and the net new premiums £12,797 Os. 5u., in 
Which are included £3,492 18s. 4d. single premiums, The 
sum of £17,381 9s. 2d. was also received for the purchase 
of twenty three annuities amounting to £2,365 7s, 1d. 

The total premium income of the year, after deduction 
of re-assurances, was £108,199 4s. 2d. ; the interest on the 
entmoute, £37,875 8s. 2d.; avd the total receipts 

165,578 17s. 7d. Tho total outgoings of every desoription 
ee ated. to 488,630 10s. 5d., the assets being increased 
Pe the difference, £76,948 7s. 2d. +The amount of the 
unds at the end of the year was thus raised to £952,733 
rs 7d., the productive portion of which was invested at 

© average rate of £5 Os, 3d. per cent, ; and assuming the 





reversions to produce six per cent., the total funds were 
invested at the average rate of £5 4s. 4d. per cent. 

The number of policies in force at the end of the year 
was 2,402, insuring £3,731,340, exclusive of bonus additions. 
The re-assurances in force at the same time were £452,626. 
The annuities now payable amount to £6,528 5s. 5d. 

The claims admitted in the year were under forty-five 
policies, insuring £66,360 9s. 8d. upon thirty lives. Of 
these, thirty-seven, for £60,199 18s., were on the partici- 
pating scale and carried bonuses of £13,155. The pay- 
ments of the society are reduced by £17,293 63. 8d., re- 
ceivable from other companies under re-assurance policies. 
The claims of the year, although double those of 1871, 
have been but little above the expectation ; and taking the 
average of the three years which have elapsed since the 
last valuation, the claims have been considerably under 
the expectation. 

The directors have again to record with regret the death 
of one of the original members of the board, Mr. John E. 
Armstrong, by which the number of directors was reduced 
to its permanent number twenty-four. Mr. Hughes having 
since resigned, there is a vacancy to be filled up by the 
meeting. 

The directors retiring by rotation are Mr. Richard 
Smith, Mr. Broughton, Mr. Rackham, and Mr. Danning. 
Mr. Templer, one of the auditors for the sssured, also re- 
tires by rotation. All of these gentlemen, being eligible, 
offer themselves for re-election. An auditor for the pro- 
prietors will also have to be elected in the place of Mr. 
Dunster, who was elected a director last year. 

Georce Lake Russktt, Chairman. 


Revenue Account for the Year ending 31st December, 1872. 
Dr. £ s. d. 
Amount of funds aé the beginning of the 
year as per last account 2 5 
New annual premiums 
Less reassured 


Single premiums 

Less reassured ........+06 
Renewal premiums .......... 107,540 
Less reassured 


Interest and dividends 

Profit on reversions fallen in 

Cash bonus on reassurances ...... 

WR, TOG iia k cin sane sicccvcnnsieseuscyseesvesv 
Consideration for annuities granted 


wWaAWRonws 


°o 


Cr. 
Claims by death 
Less reassured 


Endowment claim 
Surrenders 
Less reassured 
2,770 
Annuities 5,714 
COMMIT cis ccevicteciasees 
Less commission on re- 
QSSUTANCES ....ccsceseeres 
4,988 
5,689 5 
610 1 
6,000 0 
62 15 


722 


i= 


Expenses of management 

Rent of temporary premises 

Proprietors’ dividends 

Bonus in cash .........sceeeeees dues sic ntes 

Income-tax 

Amount of the funds at the end of the 
JOU. cascersccnsvccsasecsndersesenaeseesenesi « 952,738 9 


1,041,364 0 
Balance Sheet, 31st December, 1872. 
LIABILITIES, 


Shareholders’ capital, paid 
60,000 0 0 
892,733 9 7 


eee eee ee eeeeene 


| 
Assurance fund,........c0060 


Total funds as per revenue account 952,733 9 7 





pera rrs . 
Pe aoe ok 


sig og ng comm ts ahaomceng regan 
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Claims admitted, but not 
TRIG, ....c00000 dese pesbondeeese 
Less reassured ‘ 


33,694 0 6 

12,295 10 0 
21,398 10 0 

Proprietors’ dividend’s due 

Annuties due and unpaid../............ceeeee ees 

Other sums due and unpaid.............. Sasonse 


£980,921 
ASSETS. 
Mortgages 
Loans on the society’s policies 
Investments :— 
£25,000 Consol... .......0.s000ccceveeee 
£3,000 Bank stock 
£11,000 Bombay and Baroda railway 
Se pnssdbanaeasscehope spines 
£3,000 Russian bonds 
Freehold houses, 17 and 18, Lincoln's- 
inn-Fields—balance of cost............. 21,826 1 
Reversions ...........008 sd Meu Sase suepaansn ancien . 138,723 17 
REO GRUBTOMIR 56 5.00cssnvisssesvesevess. gene srcocse = O00 ,129 11 
Loans upon personal security 38,212 14 
Outstanding premiums 7,991 9 
Do. interest........... peshie Vogue eb eueives 2,531 15 
Cash at London and West- 
minster Bank on deposit £28,000 0 0 
Do. do. on current 


622,312 


22,959 


11,233 
2,760 12 


5,775 12 21 
33,775 12 11 


them correct. 
(Signed) Joun Boopte, 
Joun C. TEMPLER, 


A. H. BalLey, 


( Auditors. 


8th February, 1873. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this association was held at the Law Institution, Chan- 
cery-lane, London, on Wednesday the 5th inst. A sum of 
£100 was distributed in grants of assistance to the neces- 
sitous widows and families of four deceased members of 
the profession, 32 new members were admitted to the 
association, and other general business transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY. 


_ At tne meeting of this society on Tuesday last the ques. 
tion discussed was No. 513 legal :—“ A, in the lifetime of 


his second wife, married the niece of his deceased wife | 


Has he committed bigamy?” The debate was opened by 
Mr. Woolfin the affirmative, and so decided by the society, 
with only one dissentient vote. 








COURT PAPERS. 


—_—— 


COMMON LAW—JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. 

In future judgment debtors’ summonses will only be 
heard on Tuesdays and Fridays in each: week, and at 10 
o'clock. On the same days, by special appointment. 
acknowledgments by married women will be taken at 10.30, 
Counsel will be heard at 12 o'clock, and the names of 
counsel to be stated on the copy summonses. 


-_-———— 


SURREY SPRING ASSIZE. 

Entry oF Cavses.—Causes can be provisionally entered 
at the office of the clerk of assize for the Home Circuit, in 
London, on Monday, the 17th March, and daily thereafter 
until Saturday, the 22nd March instant, between the hours 
of ten and two. They will be formally entered and put on 
the list at Kingston by the clerk of assize, in the order of 
their provisional entry, and before causes entered at Kings- 
ton. Incase any record entered in London be withdrawn 
before the opening of the commission at Kingston, the entry 
stamps will be returned, A list of causes for trial each day will 
be sent to London in the evening of the previous day, and will 


' Ditto for Account, Apr. 3, 92§ 


wOoOnncd D@® wo Aasr cri n 


| Dittofor Account. — 

| Ditto 5per Cent., July,’80 1093 
| Ditto for Account,— 

| Ditto,ditto Certificates, — 


£980,921 13 5 | 
We have carefully examined these accounts and find ' 


| Stock, Bristol and Exeter 
ock Cc: lea : 


| Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
' Stock’ Great Northern 





be affixed outside the porter’s lodge, Serjeants’-inn, Chan. 
cery-lane, and also outside the office of Mr. Abbott, the 
under sheriff, No. 8, New-inn, Strand, as soon as possible 
after the list can be arranged. The first day’s list will not 


extend beyond the 20th common jury in the list of causes 
' provisionally entered, should there be so many. The list 


of causes provisionally entered may be seen at thé London 
office of the clerk of the assize till two o’clock on Saturday 


' the 22nd March. No cause will be allowed to be entered 


under any circumstances after the sitting of the Court, 


| This arrangement may not apply to future assizes. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quoration, March 14, 1873. 


3 per Cent, Consols, 923 Annuities, April, 85 93 

Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 183 

Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 1 dis 

Ditto, £500, Do —I dis 

Ditto, £100 & £200, —1 dis 

Bank of England Stock, 4} per 
Ct. (last half-year) 248 

Ditto for Account, 


3 per Cent. Reduced 91} 
New 3 per Cent., 913 

Do. 33 perCent., Jan. 94 
Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. ’94 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. '73 
Annuities, Janu, 780 — 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


(ndiaStk.,10}pCt.Apr.’74,205 | Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 

Ditto,54 per Cent.,May,’79 105 

Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
April,’64— 

Do.Do, 5 per Cent., Aug.°73 101 

Do. Bonds, 4per Ct., £1000 

“itto Enfaced Ppr.,4per Cent.97| Dittc, ditto,under £1000 


Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. 88 104 


RAILWAY STOCK. 


Railways. 


| (Paid. |Closing Prices, 
—__ ~~ ee 











Stock Giasgow and South-Western 





Stock} Do., A Stock* 

Stock! Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original 

Stock; Lancashire and Yorkshire ........0+ 
Stock) London, Brighton, and Soath Coast 
Stock, London, Chatham, and Dover........ 
Stock London and North-Western ... 

Stcck) London and South Western 

Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 

Stock! Metropolitan | 
Stock! Do., District ....... soveeseees O seeree see ceveeesee se 
Stock: afial a 

Stock North British 
Stock | North Eastern 
Stock) North London 
Stock) North Staffordshire 
Stock South Devon 
Stock) South-Eastern 


























* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGEN7#. 

No advance has been made in the Bank rate. The pro- 
portion of reserve to liabilities in the Bank return was 43} 
per cent. as against 433 last week. At the close of last week 
and the commencement of the present week, railway stocks. 
were lower again, and on Monday and Tuesday the market 
closed st a very low point. The chief fall was in Great 
Northern, ditto A, Lancashire and Yorkshire, London and 
North Western, Midland and North Eastern. There was, 
however, a reaction on Thursday, and the principal lines 
improved from 1 to2 percent. The foreign market has 
continued inactive. This weakness has been ascribed to 
unfavourable quotations from Paris. 

The directors of the East London Railway Company 
invite applications for £198,300 Perpetual Five per 
Cent. First Preference Stock (being the balance of 
£400,000 Preference Stock), entitled to dividend out of the 
profits of each year, in priority to the ordinary capital of 
the company. The price of issue is £72 10s. per £100 
Stock, which will yield investors about 7 per cent. 
This stock is the balance of the entire preference capital 
of the company, —which takes precedence of the ordinary 
share capital, amounting to £1,400,000—(the whole of 
which has been issued and called up)—and is the first 
charge on the net profits of the undertaking, after pay~ 
ment of interest on £566,600 debenture capital. Arrange- 
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ments have been entered into with the London, Brighton 
and South Coast Railway Company, who are to work and 
maintain the line for a term of 21 years from Ist of 
January, 1870, and (at the option of the Brighton Com- 
pany) in perpetuity at a percentage for working ex- 
penses of 53 per cent. of the gross receipts, revisable every 
five years in favour of the East London Company, but 
never to exceed 33 per cent. 

Messrs. Bischoffsheim & Goldschmidt are authorised by 
the board of directors of the New York, Boston and Mon- 
treal Railway Company to offer for public subscription 
6,250,000 dols. (part of 12,250,000 dols.) of the first mort- 
guge bonds. The price of issue is 80 per cent., or £180 per 
bond of 1,000 dols. The company is formed by the consoli- 
dation of the following companies—The New York and Bos- 
ton Railroad Company, the Putnam and Dutchess Railroad 
Company, the Dutchess and Columbia Railroad Company, 
the Pine Plains and Albany Railroad Company, the Harlem 
Extension Railroad Company. By this consolidation, and 
by works in progress, these railways form one line, in- 
eluding branches, 350 miles in length, extending from the 
city of New York to Rutland, in Vermont, and thence by 
the Vermont Central Railway, to Montreal, and reaching 
Hartford, Providence, and Boston over intervening lines. 
Of this system, 200 miles are now in operation, 56 more 
will be in working order by June, and the whole is intended 
tobe completed during the present year. The Erie Rail- 
way Company have entered into working arrangements 
with the company for a term of fifty years; and will 
besides, by a junction with the New York, Boston and 
Montreal system at Fishkill, have a direct entrance into 
the city of New York, in addition to the present route vid 
Jersey city. 

The prospectus of the Direct United States Cable Com- 
pany Limited has been issued, the capital being £1,300,000, 
in 65,000 shares of £20 each. The company has been 
formed for the establishment of direct and independent 
telegraphic communication between the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Ireland and the United States of 
America. The general desire to have the benefit of an 
independent cable, coupled with the great increase of tele- 
graphic intercourse between Europe and America, explains 
the origin of the company. The present cable is intended 
to be laid from the coast of Ireland to a point on the 
coast of New Hampshire, where it will join the wires of 
the American Land Telegraphs. The representatives of 
the Atlantic and Pacific Telegraph Company of America, 
and the Franklin Telegraph Company of America, have 
promised that those companies shall enter into working 
arrangements with this company, on the basis of an inter- 
change of business. The relations with these telegraphic 
companies and their connections will immediately secure 
fomplete and ready working communication with New 
York, San Francisco, Boston, Chicago, Philadelphia, Balti- 
more, Washington, New Orleans, Charlestown, Savannah, 
and all the principal cities of the United States aud Canada. 
Under these working arrangements it is calculated that all 
the transatlantic cable messages collected by these exten- 
sive lines will be handed over to this company. The rela- 
tions thus already secured by this company will, with but 
&@ moderate share of business from the general public, 
ensure a considerable traffic. The contract for the cable, 
which is 3,060 nautical miles in length, has been taken by 
Messrs. Siemens Brothers, telegraph engireers, at the 
Price of £1,211,000. The contractors have undertaken 
to make the cable before the lst of May, 1874, so as to be 
able to lay it in the summer of next year. The direc- 
tors believe that the company will bs able to pay 15 per 
‘cent. with the low tariff of 1s. 9d. per word. 

The subscription lists for the preference shares in the 
Foreign and Colonial Gas Company will be closed on 
Monday next, the 17th inst., for London ; and on Tuesday, 
the 18th inst., for applications from the country. The 
‘shares are quoted 23 to 3 prem. 








A SINGULAR SUGGESTION.—According to the Globe, Mr. 
‘Commissioner Kerr, in his evidence before the Imprisonment 
for debt Committee of the House of Commons on Monday, 
said that he would accompany the abolition of imprisonment 
for debt with some record of what he might call the uon- 
paying class of the community, analogous to a certain 





aes 


extent to the register of persons against whom judgments 
had been issued, which was communicated by trade pro- 
tection societies to their subscribers. If that was not found 
sufficient he would attach some kind of social disqualifi - 
cation to the debtor.” 

This stated that the office of treasurer of the County 
Courts of Sussex and Hampshire, vacant by the death of 
Mr. J. Sharp, will not be filled up. The appointment was 
worth about £800 per annum. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Aston—On March 9, at 13, Pembroke-gardens, Kensington 
the wife of James J. Aston, Esq., Q.C., of a ee ‘ 
ForpHAM—On March 11, at 9, Philimore-gardens, Kensington, 
the wife of John Hampden Fordham, barrister-at-law, of a 


son. 

SmirH—On March 4, the wife of George T. Smith, solicitor, 
Birmingham, of twin daughters. 

Woop—On March 10, at d, St. Stephen’s-square, Bayswater, 
the wife of Charles Wood, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister- 
at-law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

SToRER—MAITLAND—On Feb. 26, at the Cathedral, Man» 
chester, Edwin Storer, of Manchester, solicitor, to Margaret, 
only daughter of the late Thomas Maitland, Esq. 

Weston—Watson—On March 11, at Weston Church, near 
Bath, Charles Henry Weston, jun., of Lincoln’s-inn, to Mary 
Elizabeth, only daughter of the Rev. Henry Watson, of 
Fairfield, Weston. 

DEATHS. 

HvnparD—On March 8, John, eldest son of John Hubbard, of 
Worcester Park, Surrey, and 15, Walbrook, London, solicitor, 
in his 35th year. 

SaADGROVE—On March 9, at 5, Camden Villas, Granville-park, 
Lewisham, William Harry Sadgrove, formerly of 64, Mark- 
lane, London, solicitor, in his 73rd year. 

SHarp—On March 1, at Fairlea, Bassett, near Southampton, 
James Sharp, solicitor and treasurer of the County Courts for 
Sussex and Hants, : 

SypNEy—On March 12, at Hastings, Edward Isaac Sydney, 
Esq., of 46, Finsbury-circus, E.C., in his 70th year. 

Warp—On March 11, at Clifton, aged 50, Charles Edward 
Ward, Esq., solicitor. 

Wi1aMs--On March 6, at 21, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn, aged 
74, William Rosser Williams, Esq., D.C.L. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fripay, March 7, 1873. 
-— "aaa and Edwin Dean, Preston, Lancashire, Attorneys. 
eb | 


TuespaY, March 11, 1873. 
Dedds, Josh, and John Trotter, Steckton-upon-Tees, Attornies-at-law. 
Feb 28 


Hobbs, James George, Charles Abbot Peters, and George J Hobbs, 
Bristol, Attorneys. Jan 3l 
Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fauay, March 7, 1873. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY, 

Limehouse Works Company (Limited).—By aa order of Vice Chancellor 
Malins, dated Feb 28, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up by this Court. Wood and Hare, Basinghall street 

National Printing and Publishing Company (Limited).—Vice Chan- 
cellor Malins has, by av order dated Feb 28, appointed Frederick 
Carr, 33, King street, Cheapside, to be official liquidator. Creditors 
are requirel, on or before Thursday, March 27, to seud their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to the 
above. Thursday, April3 at 12, has been appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 

Tvuxspay, March 11, 1873. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Teignmouth and General Mutual Alliance Assurance Association.— 
Petition for winding up, presented March 5, directed to be h 
before the Master of the Kolls, on March 22, James and Co, Ely 
place; agents for Whidborne and Tozer, Teignmouth, solicitors for 
the petitioner. 

LiMiTED tx CHANCERY. 

Boson Company (Limited).—Petition for the continuation of the volun- 
tary winding up, presented March 1, directed to be heard before Vice 
Chancellor Maling on March i4. Mackenzie and Co, Crown court, 
Old Broaé street, solicitors for the petitioners. i 

Builders’ Trade Circular Compacy (Limited).—Vice Chancelior Malins 
has, by an order dated Feb 14, appointed George adward Jeffery, 11, 
Cherry street, Birmingham, to be official liquidator. Creditors are 
required, on or before April 7, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims to the above. Thursday, 
April 17 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating on the 
said claims. 
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Metropolitan Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts and claims, to Edward Moore, 3, Crosby square. Friday, 


March 28 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the’ 


debts and claims. 

Thames Plate Glass Company (Limited),—By an order made by Vice 
Chancellor Malins, dated Feb 28, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the above company be continued. Sympson and 
Warner, Golden square, solicitors for the petirioner. 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL, 
Fripay, Mareh 7, 1873. 
King Arthur Silver Lead Mine (Limited).—Petition for winding up pre- 


sented March 3, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at 3, ° 
Onslow square, Brompton, on Monday, March 17 at 12. Affidavits: 


intended to be used at the hearing, in opposition to the petition, must 
be filed at the Registrar’s Office, Truro, on or before March 14, and 
notice thereof must, at the same time be given to the petitioners, their 
solicitors or agents. Paul, Truro; agent for Taylor and Co, Furnival’s 
inn, petitioners’ solicitors. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tvespay, March 11, 1873, 
Ipswich Provident Society, Unicorn Inn, Ipswich, Suffolk. Feb19 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
s Last Day of Proof. 
Frivay, March 7, 1873. 
Albin, John, Spalding, Lincoln, Esq. March 25. Clark v Clark, V.C. 
Wickens. Clark, Snaith 
Clark, Maithew, Moulton, Lincoln, Zsq. March 25. Clark v Clark, 
V.cC. Wickens, Clark, Snaith 
Fairlie, William, Wey bridge, Surrey, Esq. 
V.C. Malins. Barlee, Old Broad street 
Gibbons, John. Tingrith, Bedford, Farmer, March 24. Gibbo:s v 
Gibbons. V.C. Malins. Green, Woburn 
Mason, William, Fleet Marston, Bucks. Farmer. April 15- 
Balford, V.C. Wickens, Tinda) and Baynes, Ay!esbury 
Mawson, Samuel, Idle, York, Manufacturer. March 26, Ward v 
Mawson, V.C. Malins. Terry, Bradford 
Stedman, John, Cl-fton, Bristol, Barrister-a*-Law. April 10. Stedman 
v Murray, V.C. Wickens. Hodgson, Salisbury street, Strand 
Unceiwood. Robert, Aibert terrace, Royal road, Walworth, Builder. 
March 27. Smalley v Underwood, M.R. Kempster, Lower Kenning- 
ton lane 


April l0. Fairlie v Clarke, 


Sanders v 


TcespaY, March 11, 1873. 
Ewer, Harry Alexander, Wallasey, Cheshire, Attorney-at-Law. April 
1. Re Ewer. Wright and Co, Liverpool 
Hoyle, Giles, Spotiand, Lancashire, Innkeeper. April 4. Duckworth 
v Holmes, V.C. Wickens. Woodcock and Sons, Haslingden 
Hoyle, Henry, Rochdale, Lancashire, Innkeeper, Apri! 4. Duckworth 
v Holmes, V.C. Wickens. Woodcock and Sons, Haslingden 
Noor, John, Oldcoates, Notts, Publican. March 19. Moor v Cheater, 
V.C. Malins. Popplewell, Tickhi!l, near Rotherham 
Rodgers, James, Belvedere road, Upper Norwood, Retired Paymaster. 
April 7. Daines ve Shee, V.C. Wickens. Fallows and Whitehead, Lan- 
easter place, Strand 
Shanks, Thomas, Richmond, Surrey, Esq. April8. Shanks v Cheatle, 
M.R. Cheatle, Featherstone buildings, Holborn 
Wright, Marmaduke, Godfrey, Jermyn street, Esq, Aprill6. Wright 
o Wright, V.C. Malins. Killick, Bradford 
NEXT OF KIN. 
Batsford, Richard, Barking side, Essex, Gent. 
V.C. Wickens 
Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 85. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Faipay, March. 7, 1873. 
Adlington, William, Mansfield, Nottingham, Gent. March 25. Par- 
sons, Mansfield 
Banks, Rcbert Richardson, Wood Park, Dulwich, Architect. May 1. 
White and Co, Budge row, Cannon street 
Cadman, William, Heckmondwike, York. Stonemason. April 5. 
Sykes, Heckmondwike 
Charleton, Robert, Bistol, Gent. April 30. Fry and Co, Bristol 
Chatfield, Joseph, Bidham, Sussex. April 8. Johnson and Raper, 
Chichester 
Chivers, Caleb, Myrtle Hill, Carmarthen, Chcmical Manufacturer. 
May !. Lewis, Llandilo 
lark, George White, Highbury terrace, Highbury, Watch Manufac- 
turer. May 1. Poole, Bartholomew Close 
=. parmatyie, Little Cuates, Lincoln, Farmer, May 5. Bell, 
th 


April 4. Re Batsfor4, 


Collyer, James, Hurworth-on-Tees, Durham, Esq. Juno 10, 
Bed ord square 

Du Cane, Percy Charles, Witham, Essex, Esq. June 4. Wing and Do, 
Cane, Gray’s Inn square 

Fisher, Rebecca, East Dereham, Norfolk. Widow. 
Norwich 

Graves, Thomas, Avenue road, 
Murray, Whitehall place 

Potter, Joseph, Stanley Hal!, Derby. Gent. April 18. Sale, Derby 

Hemond, Grabam Eden, Weymouth, Dorset, Erq. June}, Perkins, 
Southampton 

Hancock, Henry, Norwich, Recrviting Sesjeant. April 7. Sadd 
Norwich ‘ 

Hides, William, sen, March, Cambridge, Gent. April 14. Fraser and 
Wateon, Wisbech 

Hood, William, Church street, Paddington Green, Gent. April 30. 
Pe arse, Great Winchester strect 

Lev7, Laurence, Westbourne terrace, 
Frederick's place, Old Jewry 

Mucas, Jolin Fossick, Bentiey Hall, Derby, Esq. April 10, Payne and 


Collyer, 


April 7. Sadd, 
Regent’s Park, Gent, April 12, 


May 1, Young and Co, 





PA 
Marsbail, William, Oreton, Notts, Gent. June 4, Parsons and Son, 
Nottingham 


Sa! 

Parry, Thomas Mostyn, Manchester, Commission Agent, April +8 
Payne and Galloway, Manchester 4 

Pegg, Robert, Derby, C clour Manufacturer. April 10. Gadsby, Derb 

Pegg, Sarah, Derby, Widow. April 10. Gadsby, Derby y 

Smith, John, Lydney, Gloucester Druggist. April 5. Bretherton 
Gloucester 

Waters, Martha, Carlton, Nottingham, Widow. March 25, Balk 
Nottingham 

Witham, Juhn, Leeds, Wine and Spirit Merchant. April 15, Arundel, 


3 

Wickey, Jane, Great Stanmore, Middlesex, dow. May 31. Palmer 
and Co, Trafalgar square. Charing Cross 

Wolf, John Chris.ian, Albert road, Peckham,Gen March 31. Denny 

Coleman street 


Bankrupts, 
Farway, March 7, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Grant, Ralph, Broadway, Westminster, Corn Dealer. 
Hazlitt. March 21 ati2 
Marzials, Theophilas Antoine, St Stephen’s road, Srephards Bab. 
Pet March 5. Spring-Rice. March 25 atl 
Young, John, London road, Southwark, Draper. 
Hazlitt. March 26 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Broad, Richard, Canton, L'andaff, Glamorganshire, out of business, Pat 
Mareh5. Langley. Cardiff, March 18 at 11 
Graves, William Wenry, Southsea, Hants, no trade. Pet Feb 2I. 
Hellard. Portsmouth, March 21 at 12 
Jones, William Avery, Birmingham, Shipping Agent. Pet March 4. 
Chavutler. Birmingham, Mareh 19 at 2 
Symons, Thomar, Dawna, Cornwall, Farmer, Pet March 5. Chicott. 
Truro, March 18 at 11 


Tvgspay, March 11, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Morris, Evan Williams, Denmark, Hill, Camberwell’, 
Pet March 6, Pepys. March 25 at il 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Aubert, Charles Augustus, Chertsey, Surrey, Innkeeper. 
Bell. Kingston-on-Thames, April 4 at 12 

Ferguson, James Finlay, Birminghum, Jewellers’ Factor. 
Chauntler. Birmingham, March 24 at 12 

Kennedy, Lord Nigel, Craigweil, Sussex. 
Brighton, March 26 at 11 

Lidgard, Nathan, West Gorton, near Manchester, Fish Salesman. Pat 
March7. Kay. Manchester, March 27 at 12 

Lockwood, John, Ossett, York, Iankeeper. 
Dewsbury, April 10 at 12 

Lory, William, Broadoak, Cornwall, Farmer, but now a prisoneri n the 
County Gaol, Exeter. Pet Maich 7. Pearce. East Stonehouse, 
March 26 at 11 

Mapleston, David, Hamp‘on, Middiesex, Pet March 1. Bell. Kingston 
on-Thames, March 22 at il 

Tarton, William Henry, Leeds, Clothier. 
Leeds, March 26 at 11 

Worthington, George Finch Jenning3, Worthing, Sussex, Apothecary 
Pet March 6, Evershed. Brighton, March 26 at 11 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Fumway, March 7, 1873. 
Hoffman, Peter, Cierkenwell close, Leather Worker. March 4 
Rickards, Henry, Upper Porchester street, Paddington, Baker. March} 
Yunge, Christina Isabeila, Folkestone, Kent, Spinster, Feb 25 


Liquidation by Arrangement, 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, March, 7, 1873. 
Auckland, William, Chapel street, Islington, Draper. 
at offices of Barnett, New Broad street 

Aldous, Edgar, Montpelier road, Peskham, Surveyor. March 25 at3, 
at offices of Lindus, Cheapside 

Aldridge, Alfred, Northam, Southampton, Daualer. 
offices of Guy, Albion terrace, Southampton 

Anstee, George, Cold Ashton, Gloucester, Bu.cher. 
offices cf Clifton, Corn street, Bristol 

Apsey, Aveling, Ea: street, Edyware road, out of business, 
at 3, at office of Howell, Cheap-ide 

Barrow, Matthew, Sunderland, Durham, Auctioneer. 
at offices of Bell, Lam ton street, Sunderland 

Belford, Joseph, Ualifax, York, Wool Dealer, 
of Longbottom, Waterhouse street, Halifax 

Bell, Joha, Liverpool, Leather Dealer. March 23 at 2, at offices of 
Tyrer and Co, North John street, Liverpool 

Bennett, Robert Danicl, Great Peter street, Westminster, Grocer. 
March 15 at Il, at oftice of Willis, Saint Martin’s court, Leicester 
#quare 

Berger, Max, London wall, Merchant. 
Coffee house, Gresham street. Sydney, Leadenhall street 

Bolder, George Edwin, Kingston-opon-Hall, Licensed Victualler. 
March 18 at 12, at offices 1 ~ aton, Parliament street, Kingston-upoa- 


dull 
Bone, William, P's .:!; cham, Suffolk, Agricultural Machine Manu- 
factarer, Marc. .> at 12, at offices of Watts, Butter market, Ipswich 
Briggs, Frederick Charies, Bradford, York, Auctioneer. March 22 atll, 
at offices of Watsonand Dickons, Victoria chambers, Bradford 
Buckner, John, Grace's alley, Wellclose square, Lodging house Keeper, 
March 24at 11, at (fives of kdwards,Queen street place, Cannon street 
Chspman, Mark Mingay, Saxmundham, Saffolir, Curpenter. March 26 


Pet March 4. 


Pet March 5, 


Contractor, 


Pst March 7. 
Pet March 6. 


Pet March 6. Ever:had, 


Pet March 6. Nelson. 


et March 5. Murshall. 


March 17 at 2, 


March 19 at 3, a: 
March 15 at 12, at 
March 17 
March 25 at 3, 
March 13 at 11, at office 


March 19 at 1, atthe Gaildhall 





gat 3, at the Bull Hotel, Woodbridge. Pollard, Ipswich 
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Chern ar, William, Morton road, Islington, Assistant at the Royal 
Amphitheatre, Holborn, March 26 at 12, at the Incorporated Law 
Society, Chancery Jane. Paterson and Co, Chancery lane 

Ccorer, Josiah Henry Howlett, Norwich, Grocer. March 24 at 3,30, at 
cfices of Sadd, Church strect, Theatre street, Norwich 

Curtois, Rowland Latimer Sidney, Brighton, Sussex, Captain. March 
29 at 12. at 12, Furnival’simn, Cla:ke and Howlett, Brighton 

Dickson, Anne, Ormskirk, Lancashire, Publican. March 20 at 2.30, at 
offices of Ambler, Cannon street, Preston 

Downton, George, Reading, Berks, Journeyman. March 22 at 12, at 
offices of Beale, London street, Reading 

Dresser, Thomas Rowell, Northallerton, York, Commission Agent. 
March 27 at 2, at the Golden Lion Hotel, Northalierton. Arrowsmith 
and Richardson, Thirsk 

Duncombe, William Pauncefort, Wincanton, Somerset, out of business. 
March 18 at 12, at the Guildhall, King street, London. Watts, Yeovil 

Errington, Thomas, Sunderland, Durham, Brass Founder. March 20 
at 12, at the Quecn’s Hotel, Fawcett street, Sunderland. Kidson, 
Sunderland 

Farrar, William Robert, Moss Side, near Manchester, Grocer. March 
24 at 2, at offices of Addieshaw and Warburton, King street, Man- 
chester 

Ferguson, James Finlay, Birmingham, Jewel‘er’s Factor. March 19 at 
12, at the Greit Western Hotel, Monmouth Street, Birmingham. 
Rooke, birmingham 

Ferris, Jolin Cumming, Altrincham, Cheshire, Milliner. March 26 at 
3, at otfices of Grundy and Kershaw, Bo-th street, Manchester 

Ferry, James, Bethnal Green road, Looking Glass Maker. March 28 at 
3, at offices of Thwaites, Basinghall street. Dobie, Basinghall street 

Fewings, Charles, and Frederick Yorke, Bristol Boot Manufacturers, 
March 19 at 2, at offices of Beckingham, Albion chambers, Bristol 

Fisney, Thomas, Saint Helen’s, Lancashire , Innkeeper. March 24 at 2, 
at offices of Gibson and Bolland, South Jobn street, Liverpool. 
Marsh, Saint Helen’s 

Fisher, :dward, Norwich, Butcher. March 24 at 4, at offices of Sadd, 
Church street, ‘Theatre street, Norwich 

Fooks, Cyrus, Kast Cowes, Isle of Wight, Builder. March 18 at 2, at 
the Duke of York Savern, West Cowes. King, Portsea 

Foster, John, Birkenbeace, Cheshire, Boot Maker. March 20 at 3, at 
offices cf Moore, Duncan street, Birkenhead 

Freeman, Willlam, Titchfield, Hants, Grocer. March 21 at 12, at the 
Guildhall Coffee House, G.eshain s:reet. Coxweil and Co 

Gardner, Thomas Pculton, Basinghall street, Commission Agent. 
March 20 at 2, at the Guildhall C: ffee House, Gresham street. Angell, 
Guildhall yard 

Gill, Wilham, Apperley Bridge, York, Innkeeper. 
offices of Hutchinson, Piccadilly chambers, Bradford 

Groom, John, Patricroft, Lancashire, Builder. March 24 at 3, at offices 
of Ritson, John Dalton street, Manchester 

Guarnerio, Augostina Frances, Huntingdon, Milliner. March 2) at 11, 
at the George Hotel, Huntingdon, Hunnybun, Huntingdon 

Hanwel!, John, Woodstock, Oxford, Innkeeper. March 2! at 2, atthe 
Three Cups Hotel, Oxford. Wilkins, Chipping Norton 

Hine, John William, Rosoman buildings, Islington, Lronmonger, March 
19 at 3, at offices of Parkes, Beaufort buildings, Strand 

Holliday, John, and William Henry Fazan, Praed street, Paddington, 
Provision Dealers. March 14 at 3, at 12, Hatton gardens. Marshall 

Holmes, Wil'iam, sen, Liverpool, Grocer. March 22 at 11, at offices of 
Norden, Cook street, Liverpoo! 

Jenking, George, and George William Banks, Falmouth, Cornwall, 
Cordwaincrs. March 20 at 2.30, at offices of Jenkins, Post Office 
buildings, Falmouth 

Jordan, Zechariah, Salford, Lancashire, Draper. March 21 at 3, at 

March 21 at 12, at 5, West- 


March 26 at 3, at 


8 Of Simpson, Kennedy street, Manchester 
Keane, Edward, Bath, Somerset, Chemist. 
gate buildings, Bath. Wilton 
Kendall, Charles, Madaline terrace, Bravard’s road, Peckham Rye, 
Grocer, March 24 at 3, at offices of Holmes, Eastcheap 
Krug, Emil, Mark lane, Merchant, March 2i at 2, at otfices of Gard- 
ner, Saint Swithin’s lane. UWubbard, Long lane, West Smithfield 
ley, Gideon, Manor terrace, Blue Anchor road, Butcher. March 20 
at 12, at 33, Gutter lane. Plunk»tt, Gutter laue 
erland, ‘Thomas, Carnarvon, Lithographer. March 24 at 2, at 
offices of Allanson, Church street, Carnarvon 
Long, George, Aldershot, Southampton, Licensed Victualler. March 
17 at 11, at 28a, Basingha!l street. Long 
ow, Hugh Alexander, Lee, Kent, Clerk toan Attorney. March 
17 at 4, at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham street. “Philp and 
Behrend, Pancras lane, Queen street 
Marquess, William, and William Munro, Bristol, Builders, March 20 
at 2, atfoffices of Denning and Co, Shannon court, Bristol. Fussell 
and Co, Bris: ol 
Ny Thomas, Strand, Architect, 
Saint Michael’s House, Coruhill 
Mills, Robert Daveney, Alfred plac>, To:tenham court road, Licensed 
Victualler. March 15 at 11, at offices of Simmonds, New Bridge 
Street, Blackfriars. Bilton, New Bridge street 
Minshall, Robert Jones, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, , Ironmonger, 
March 20 at 3, at offices of Reddish and Lake, Bridge Straet, Stock- 


rt 
Mhrley, John, Cerne Abbas, Dorset, Accountant. March 18 at 11, at 
the Antelope Hotel, Dorchester. Howard, Meicombe Regis 
@weomen, John Walkington, Warwick, Grocer, Mare! 20 ai 12, at 
the Wco'pack Hotel, Warwick, Sanderson, Warwick 
Norton, John, and Richard Bradbury, Birmingham, Viumber, March 
5 at 2, at 51, Paradisastreet, Birmingham. Danic!, Chancery lane 
» John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Licensed Victualler, March 
at Mn at offices of Barrow, Queen street, Wolverhampton 
Peppin, homas, Blaenavon, Monmouth, Tailor. March 20 at 10, at 
offices of Gibbs, Commercial street, Newport 
Phillips, John Frederick, Swansea, G'amorgan, Grocer. March 20 at 
2, at 29, Broad street, Bristol, Beckinghatn, Bristol 
: sana rye o> bags ay ba road, out of Lenssparee 
at 2, at offices 0: n, nsdown terrace 
Vietoria Park ong, 0 ercace, Grove road, 
P e, Richard, Rye lane. Peckham, Brewer. March 20 at 3, at 
cf Croysdill and Co, Old Jewry chambers. Hargrove and Co, 
Coleman street 


March 20 at It, at offices of Barker, 





March 24 


Procter, William, jun, Nottingham, Carver. March 20 at 12, at offic3as 
of Herbert, Week Day cross, Nottingham. Brown, Nottingham 

Randle, James, Ware, Hertfurl, Baker. March 19 at 11, atthe Corn 
Exchange, Ware. Gisby 

Rowland, Berjamin, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Stationer. March 21 at 
11, at offices of Green, Darlington street, Wolverhampton 

Shailer, Francis James, Wes!biomwich, Stafford, Milliner. March 20 
at 3, at offices of Wilson, Bennett’s hill, B rmiagham 

Sharpe, Alfred Horatio Bell, Lincoln. Draughtsman. March 24 at 12, 
at offices of Hebb, Saint Peter's Churchyard, Silver street, Lincoln + 

Skee, George Houlsby, South Shields, Durham, Jeweller. March 21a 
11, at offices of Bell, King street, South Shields 

Smith, Charles Geddon, Southsea, Southamp-on, Paymaster Royal 
Navy. March 18 at 11, at offices of Walker, Union street, Portsea 

Southerwod, Joseph, King’s road, Chelsea, Whesiwright. March {3 
at 3 at, offices of Sydney, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Stanley, Mary, Avenue villas, Bridge avenue, Hammersmith, Lodging 
House Keeper. March 17 at 3, at 9, Lincota’sinn fields. Marsh ni 

Stevens, George Jackson, Reading, Berks, Auctioneer. March 19 at 12, 
at offices of Dryland, Friar street, Reading 

Strevens, Robert Lloyd, London road, Southwark, Provision Dealer. 
March 18 at 10.15, at the Victoria Tavern, Morpeth road, Bethnal 
Green. Long, Lansdown terrace, Grove road, Victoria Park 

Sutcliffe, Mitchell, Calder Vale Shed, near Todmorden, York, Cotton 
Manufacturer, March 20 at 3.30, at the Queen Hotel, Todmorden. 
Eastwood, Todmorden 

Twist, John, Abby street, Bermondsey, Commission Agent. 
at 12, at offices uf Moss and Son:, Gravezhuarc’: straet 

Waddington, Jeremiah, Macclesfield, Chester, Eating house Keeper. 
March 20 at 11, at offices of Cooper, Lawton street, Congleton 

Wade, Peter, Leeds, Beerseller. March 19at4,at Wharton’s Hotel 
Park lane, Leeds 

Wallace, John, Miik street, Commission Agent. March 19 at 3, at 33,. 
Gutter lane. Mason, Gresham street 

Waltham, John Tiomas, Leicester, Hairdresser. Murch 19 at 3, at 

_ Cffices « f Petty, Millstone lane, Leicester 

We'ls, Thomas Charles, Chandosterrace, Cold Harbour lane, Brixtoa, 
March 20 at 11, at offices of Anderson and Son, Ironmonger lane 

Wescott, Richard, Aldershot, Southampton, Butcher. March 17 at 2,. 
at offices of Eve, Victoria road, Aldershot 

Williams, Douglas Atherton, Saint James square, Notting hill, Tatcr. 
March 19 at 2, at offices of Wilson, Great James street, Bedford row 

Williams, George, Harmondsworth, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler. 
March 20 at 1, at offices of Ager, Barnard’s inn, Holborn, Ruberts, 
Spring gardens, Whitehall 

Young, Robert Joseph, Brigg, Lincoln Merchant,’ March 21 at 11, at 

the Angle Ion, Brigg. Howlett Kirton-in-Lindsey 








The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice. 





The BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for immetiate use. 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER- 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed aud execacel. No charge for sketches. Com- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Kegistration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
ASH & FLINT, 


S:ationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet-- 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 


EXT of KIN.—To Solicitors and Others.— 
Just out, Third Edition of ROBERT CHAMBERS'S INDEX to 
HEIRS-AT-LAW, INTESTATES, LEGATEES, and Persons advertised 
for. 50,000 Names, Letters A—Z, Is. each, or complete (in cloth), 
10s, 6d., post tree. London: Resves & Tuaner, 100, Chancery-lane, 
E.C., and all Booksellers; or of the Compiler, 90, Stockwell-park-road, 
Brixton, S.W. 








OYAL POLYTECHNIC, 309, Regent street.— 
LENT.—Fnel : what shall we barn ? New and important Lecture 
by Professor Gardner.—The Worlds above : New Astronmical Lecture,. 
by Mr, King, with Spectral and Dioramic Effects, by Dr. Croft.—Hide 
and Seek ; New Comical and Character Entertainment, by Mr. Percy 
Vere.—How Jane Conquest rang the Bell, by Mrs, Oswald Haghes; with 
Splendid Eif-cts. Many other entertainments, Admission Is. Open 
tWwics daily, 12 to 5, and 7 to 10. 





THE NEW BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Is only a few minutes’ walk from a 
ARR’S, 2 6 5, STRAND.— 
Dinners (from the j>int) vegetables, &e, ls. 63., or with Soup 
or Fish, 2s, and 2s. 6d. “IfI desire a substantial dinner cif the joint,. 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap and 
good, I know only of one house, and thatis in the Strand, close to Danes 
Inn, There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be supplied 
with half a bottle for a shilling.”"—All the Year Round, June, 18, 1864, 
page 440, 

The new Hall lately added is one of the hardsomest dining-room: in 

London, Dinners (from the joint) , vegetables, &c., ls. Gd, 


OSCOW POLYTECHNIC EXHIBITION, 
1872. LYONS EXHIBITION, 1872. (GOLD MEDALS.) 
First Prize awarded to LIEBTG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT 
for best quality. 
Cavtion.—None genuine without Baron Liebig’s, the Inventor's, 
signature. Ask for Liobig Company's Extract. 
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This day is published, in 8vo, price 8s. 6d. cloth, 
N EPITOME of LEADING COMMON LAW 
x CASES, with some Short Notes thereon, for the use of Students 


By Jonn InpERMavR, Solicitor. 
2 Srevens & Haynes, Bell-yard, Temple-bar. 


LMER’S PRACTICE in LUNACY (New Edi- 
tion), adapted to the Lunacy Regulation Acts, 1853 and 1862 ; 
with Schedule and Notes of Cases, and Recent Decisions; Duties of 
Committees of the Persons and Estates uf Lunatics ; Forms, Costs, 
Statutes, General Orders, and Full Index. 2ls. cloth, 
London: Stevens & Sons, 119, Chancery-lane. 








Just published, 8vo, price 6s. cloth, 
LUDLOW AND JENKYNS’ TRADE-MARKS. 

TREATISE on the LAW of TRADE-MARKS 

and TRADE NAMES, including Foreign Laws applicable to 
British Trade-marks. By H. Luptow, M.A., late Fellow of St. John’s 
College, Cambridge, and of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, and H. 
JenEYNS, M.A., of Bailiol College, Oxford, and of Lincoln’s-inn, Barris- 
ter-at-Law, Assistant Parliamantary Counsel. 

W. Maxwe tt & Son, 29, Fleet-street. 





Just published, price I4s. cloth, 
YCKBOURN’S FORMS of PRACTICAL PRO- 
CEEDINGS in the HIGH COURT of CHANCERY, with the 
Orders of Court, Rules, and Regulations. New edition, carefully re- 


vised, 
Witpy & Sons, Law Publishers, Lincoln’s-inn archway. 





In the Press, and will be published on the 15th March, price 2s. 6d., 
HE WARNING to BUILDING SOCIETIES 
Conveyed by recent Legal Decisions, and the Nature of the 
Legislation required ; with an Alphabetical Guide to the Recent Law 
Cases. By AaTucrR ScraTcHLEY, M.A., one of the Actuaries autho- 
rised (1846) to certify Benefit Societies; formerly Fellow and Sadlerian 
Lectarer of Queen’s College, Cambridge; and of the Inner Temp'e, 

Barrister-at-Law. 

Layrton’s, 150, Fleet-street, London. 





Now ready, in one vol., 8¥0, price 10s., 2 
HE LEGAL PROFESSION ; viewed in the 
Light of its Past History, its Present State, and Projected Law 
Reforms. Edited by Docror-1n-Jvke-Civitt, of the Outer Circle, 
Esquire, Appreitice-at-Law. ‘* Miscuit Utile Dulci (?).” 
Wituiam Ripeway, 169, Piccadilly ; and all Booksellers. 








Shortly to appear, 
ACROFT’S INVESTMENT TRACTS. 


CR 
_ RAILWAYS as INVESTMENTS. 


By Rospeat GIFren. 
London: Epwarp StanrorD, Charing-cross. 





UESTIONS for the NEW YEAR. Prepared by 


a Barrister. Designed to prevent confusion in case of death. 
Price one penny, by post twopence; fourteen for a shilling, or by post 


twelve. 
A SUPPLEMENT to the ECONOMIST, entitled 
**the Commercial History and Review of 1872,’’ in continuation 
of the Series commenced with 1863, containing a careful Digest of the 
Leading Merchants and Brokers’ Circulars in the different branches of 
Trade, Returns of Prices, Accounts of the Banks of England and France, 
appendices relating to Special Subjects of Mercantile Interest connected 
with the year, &c. ; the object of the Supplement being to place in pos- 
session of the Public a Commercial! History of 1872 worthy of preservae 
tion and adapted for reference. In consequence of the special charac- 
ter and the extensive changes of trade and prices in 1872, the Review, 
which fills 126 pages, will present evidence collected from a larger 
number of quarters than in former years. 
The price of the ‘‘ Economist” will on this date, March 15th, be ls, 4d., 


by post Is, 434, 
Office: 340, Strand, W.C. 


Published by G, J, Cross, 85, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





This day is published, 





, Third Edition, 

RACROFT’S INVESTORS’ and SOLICITORS’ 
MEMORANDUM BOOK of PURCHASES and SALES, with 
CALCULATIONS Adapted tc Every Investment. An additional por- 
tion especially adapted for the Legal Profession,containing Forms of 
Entry fur Freehold and Copyhold Property ; Leasehold, Let and Held; 
Mortgages, Held and Effected; Insurances; Bills and Promissory 

Notes ; Moneys Advanced or Borrowed. 

“‘The object of this Memorandum Book is to enable every Investor to 
keep a systematic Record, producible in a Court of Law, of every in- 
vestment transaction entered into. No such record was in existence 
previous to the first edition.’’ 

oa Second Edition, 
RACROFT'S “‘ CONSOLS CHART,” showing the 

J Highest and Lowest Prices of Three per Cent. Consols each year 
frum the French Revolution of 1789 to the Present Time, with the 
Growth and Decline cf the National Funded Debt of Great Britain; 
the Yearly Average of the Bank Rate of Discount, and Tabulated State- 
ment of the Principal Events Affecting the Prices of Stocks. 

“Diagrams are sometimes not very simple, but the present one is 
clearness itself—is an interesting commentary on English history for 
the period in question.”—Economist, 

Price 2s.; or, mounted on roller, 3s, 6d. 
London: Epwarp Sranrorp, Charing-cross, 
BEXNARD CRACKOFT, Stock and Share Broker, 5, Austin-friars, E.C. 





MHE AGRA BANK (AIM ITED), 
Estalished in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON, 
Baancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 

Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cuge 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
baiance doesnot fall below £100, 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:—= 
At5 percent, per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal, 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed upon, 

Bitts issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branches 
of the Bank free of extra charge; and approved bills purchased or gent 
for collection. : 

SaLes anv Purcnases effected in British and foreign securities, in 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertaken, 
Interest drawn, and army, navy, ind civil pay and pensions realised, 

Every other description of banking business and monoy agency 
British and Indian, transacted, 

J. TIOMSON. Chairman, 





-- -——, 


-TNIVERSITY LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
25, Pall Mall, London, S.W. 


Amount of capital originally subscribed...........scesceeeeeceeseeee - £600,000 
On which has deen paid up.... 30,000 
Amount accumulated from PreMmiuMS,.....cocee--sreerseererereceres 930,000 
Annual Income ......seesserseees none sebUenoscnsee sonboesnsnes soenessen 97,000 
Amount of policies in existence, and outstanding additions 
upwards of = 2,200,000 
Additions to Policies at the Ninth Division of Profits, 24 per cent. per 








annum. 
The Tenth Quinquennial Division of Profits, June, 1875. 
CHARLES McCABE, Secretary; 





‘the to the THAMES.—Beautiful FREEHOLD 

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY. near’ Richmond-park and 
Hampton-court, for SALE. The residence comprises eight beds cham- 
bers, bath room and dressing room, a suite of four lofty and well-pro- 
portioned reception rooms, spacious hall with vestibule, cloak room, 
housekeeper’s room, butler’s pantry and servants’ hall; stabling for 
six horses, two carriage houges, and outbuildings, all entirely screened 
from the house. The surrounding grounds are magnificently timbered 
and finely disposed ; there are capital kitchen gardens, orchard, and 
meadow, in all about 13 acres, with conservatory, vineries, and green- 
house, forming a most enjoyable abode. The land possesses long 
frontages to two roads, and portions could be re-sold by the purchaser 
so as to leave the residence and the secluded grounds to the same at a 
moderate sum.—Messrs. DepennaM, Tewson, & Farmer, 80, Cheap- 
side, city. (20,130.) 





TO PAPER MAKERS, CAPITALISTS, AND OTHERS. 
HE EXTENSIVE PAPER MILLS, near 


Gxogsop, 12 miles from Manchester, with capital Machinery in 
full working order, doing a large and profitable trade, and capable of 
turning out many and varied discriptions of Paper, to the extent of 
over FIFTY TONS weekly, will be SOLD ty AUCTION, by Messrs, 
EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD, at the Mart, Tukenhouse Yard, London. 
on WepNesDay, March 26, 1873, at Two o’clock p-ecisely (unless an 
acceptable offer be made in the meantime by private contract). 
Particulars may be obtained of Messrs. Ashurst, Morris & Co., Solici+ 
tors, 6, Old Jewry, London ; Messrs. Sale, Shipman, & Oo., Solicitors, 
29, Booth-streeet, Manchester; at the Mart; and of Messrs. Fox and 
Bousfield, 24, Gresham-street, Bank, E.C. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 

LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 

Landed Estates, ‘town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 

Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 

Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 

and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C., 

or will be sent by postin return for two stamps.—Particulars for insere 

tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe end 
of the preceding mouth. 


STATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET.— 
, Messrs. Ventom, Butt, & Coorger’s Monthly Register, contain- 
ing full par‘iculars of Estates and Farms, Furnished and Unfarnisbed 
Houses in town and country, Ground Rents and Investments generally, 
may te had free on application or by post for one stamp. Owners 
having properties for disposal! are invited to send full particulars tothe 
Auction and Estate Agency Offices, 8, Bucklersbury, E.C. 








XECUTORS and TRUSTEES, haying SILVER, 
PLATE, WATCHES, Jewellery, China, Glass, Paintings, 
Bronzes, Books, Wearing Apparel, Merchandise, Trade Stocks, &c., &¢. 
to DISPOSE OF, will find the ‘* West-end Auction Mart” the best 
medium for realising, it being centraliy situated, and replete with every 
convenience for the better display of property. Advances prior to sales. 
Valuations made for all purposes.—W. Hickinpotaam & Sons, Pro- 
prietors, 8 and 9, Upper St. Martin’s-lane, W.C. 








LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
E ENRY GREEN , Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of yoy he years, in the special in- 
eertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued 
support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest 
care and promptitude assured. Officia!ly stamped forms for advertise- 
ment and file of “* London Gazstte" kept, By appointment. 





